
 
 

 

 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

The April 14, 2016 minutes are scheduled for review. 

 

3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

 

4. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-UPS/CONTINUATIONS 

A. Call-Up Item: NON-CONFORMING USE REVIEW to reduce the number of units on the property at 

1627 17
th

 Street from three dwelling units in two structures to two dwelling units in two structures (case 

no. LUR2016-00013). The project site is zoned Residential - Mixed 1 (RMX-1). The call-up period 

expires on May 9, 2016. 

 

B. Call Up Item: Site Review Amendment: Redevelopment of a vacant lot, formerly occupied by a Dairy 

Queen restaurant at 2333 Arapahoe Ave. Proposed is a 7,186 square foot dormitory for Naropa 

University within the BT-2 (Business Transition – 2) zoning district, with a 0.47 FAR where 0.50 FAR 

is permitted; and a 22 percent parking reduction. 

 

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

A. AGENDA TITLE:  CONCEPT PLAN & REVIEW – Proposal for a three story, 120-room Holiday Inn 

Express Hotel.  Case no. LUR2016-00012 located at 3365 Diagonal Highway. 

  Applicant: Nathan Anderson 

Property Owner: Boulder Lodging Group LLC 
 

B. AGENDA TITLE:  Public hearing and Planning Board recommendation on a request to annex a 1.37 

acre property located at 96 Arapahoe Ave. with initial zoning of Residential – Medium 3 (RM-3), 

consistent with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) land use designation of Medium 

Density Residential. The proposal includes a request that the City correct errors in BVCP mapping 

affecting the property. Reviewed under case no. LUR2014-00068. 

  Applicant: Jonathon Warner 

Property Owner: 96 Arapahoe LLC 

 

6. MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING BOARD, PLANNING DIRECTOR, AND CITY 

ATTORNEY 

A. INFORMATION ITEM: Draft CEAP for Fourmile Canyon Creek Greenways Improvements from 

Upland Avenue to West of Broadway  

 

B. INFORMATION ITEM: 2017-2022 Greenways Capital Improvement Program 

 

7. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK 

 

8. ADJOURNMENT 
 

 

 

 

 

For more information call (303) 441-1880. Board packets are available after 4 p.m. Friday prior to the meeting, online at www.bouldercolorado.gov, at the Boulder 

Public Main Library’s Reference Desk, or at the Planning and Development Services Center, located at 1739 Broadway, third floor. 

 
CITY OF BOULDER 
PLANNING BOARD MEETING AGENDA  
DATE: May 5, 2016  

TIME: 6 p.m. 

PLACE: 1777 Broadway, Council Chambers 
 
 

http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/


CITY OF BOULDER PLANNING BOARD 

MEETING GUIDELINES 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

The Board must have a quorum (four members present) before the meeting can be called to order. 

 

AGENDA 

The Board may rearrange the order of the Agenda or delete items for good cause. The Board may not add items requiring public notice. 

 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

The public is welcome to address the Board (3 minutes* maximum per speaker) during the Public Participation portion of the meeting regarding any item not 

scheduled for a public hearing. The only items scheduled for a public hearing are those listed under the category PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS on the 

Agenda. Any exhibits introduced into the record at this time must be provided in quantities of ten (10) to the Board Secretary for distribution to the Board 

and admission into the record. 

 

DISCUSSION AND STUDY SESSION ITEMS 

Discussion and study session items do not require motions of approval or recommendation. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

A Public Hearing item requires a motion and a vote. The general format for hearing of an action item is as follows: 

 

1. Presentations 

a. Staff presentation (10 minutes maximum*) 

b. Applicant presentation (10 minute maximum*). Any exhibits introduced into the record at this time must be provided in quantities of ten 

(10) to the Board Secretary for distribution to the Board and admission into the record. 

c. Planning Board questioning of staff or applicant for information only. 

 

2. Public Hearing 

 Each speaker will be allowed an oral presentation (3 minutes maximum*). All speakers wishing to pool their time must be present, and 

 time allotted will be determined by the Chair. No pooled time presentation will be permitted to exceed ten minutes total.  

 Time remaining is presented by a Green blinking light that means one minute remains, a Yellow light means 30 seconds remain, and a 

Red light and beep means time has expired. 

 Speakers should introduce themselves, giving name and address. If officially representing a group, homeowners' association, etc., please 

state that for the record as well. 

 Speakers are requested not to repeat items addressed by previous speakers other than to express points of agreement or disagreement. 

Refrain from reading long documents, and summarize comments wherever possible. Long documents may be submitted and will become 

a part of the official record. 

 Speakers should address the Land Use Regulation criteria and, if possible, reference the rules that the Board uses to decide a case. 

 Any exhibits introduced into the record at the hearing must be provided in quantities of ten (10) to the Secretary for distribution to the 

Board and admission into the record. 

 Citizens can send a letter to the Planning staff at 1739 Broadway, Boulder, CO 80302, two weeks before the Planning Board meeting, to 

be included in the Board packet. Correspondence received after this time will be distributed at the Board meeting. 

 

3. Board Action 

d. Board motion. Motions may take any number of forms. With regard to a specific development proposal, the motion generally is to either 

approve the project (with or without conditions), to deny it, or to continue the matter to a date certain (generally in order to obtain 

additional information). 

e. Board discussion. This is undertaken entirely by members of the Board. The applicant, members of the public or city staff participate 

only if called upon by the Chair. 

f. Board action (the vote). An affirmative vote of at least four members of the Board is required to pass a motion approving any action. If 

the vote taken results in either a tie, a vote of three to two, or a vote of three to one in favor of approval, the applicant shall be 

automatically allowed a rehearing upon requesting the same in writing within seven days. 

 

MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING BOARD, DIRECTOR, AND CITY ATTORNEY 

Any Planning Board member, the Planning Director, or the City Attorney may introduce before the Board matters which are not included in the formal 

agenda. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

The Board's goal is that regular meetings adjourn by 10:30 p.m. and that study sessions adjourn by 10:00 p.m. Agenda items will not be commenced after 

10:00 p.m. except by majority vote of Board members present. 

 
*The Chair may lengthen or shorten the time allotted as appropriate. If the allotted time is exceeded, the Chair may request that the speaker conclude his or her comments. 

 



 

 

CITY OF BOULDER 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION MINUTES 

April 14, 2016 

1777 Broadway, Council Chambers 

  
A permanent set of these minutes and a tape recording (maintained for a period of seven years) 

are retained in Central Records (telephone: 303-441-3043). Minutes and streaming audio are also 

available on the web at: http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/ 

  

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Bryan Bowen, Chair 

John Putnam 

John Gerstle 

Leonard May 

Liz Payton 

Crystal Gray 

Harmon Zuckerman 

 

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT: 

  
 

STAFF PRESENT: 
David Driskell, Executive Director of Community Planning 

Hella Pannewig, Assistant City Attorney 

Cindy Spence, Administrative Specialist III 

Jessica Stevens, Civil Engineer II  

Karl Guiler, Senior Planner, Code Amendment Specialist 

Kalani Pahoa, Urban Designer 

 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
Chair, B. Bowen, declared a quorum at 6:05 p.m. and the following business was conducted. 

  

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
None to approve 

  

3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
No one spoke. 

 

4. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-UPS / 

CONTINUATIONS 
A. Call Up Items: Boulder Creek Path East of Foothills Parkway, Bridge Replacement, 

Floodplain Development Permit (LUR2016-00003), Wetland Permit (LUR2016-00004). 

This decision may be called up before Planning Board on or before April 18, 2016 

 

This item was not called up. 

04.14.2016 PB Draft Minutes     Page 1 of 5

https://webmail.bouldercolorado.gov/owa/redir.aspx?C=I5NO4b26akWhgmZpN9k_L3ln-0EqYNAIb3BQVECXatq4pRtRPkpbxOOxLA_bEvetV-NSpTIFrBA.&URL=http%3a%2f%2fwww.bouldercolorado.gov%2f


 

 

5.   PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 
A. AGENDA TITLE:   Public hearing to consider the following two items: 

 

1) Recommendation to City Council on an ordinance amending Title 9, “Land Use 

Code,” B.R.C. 1981, to adopt a Form-Based Code (FBC) for the Boulder Junction 

Phase I through two appendices to Title 9: Appendix L designating “Form-Based 

Code Areas” and Appendix M as the FBC regulations, and adopting a Form Based 

Code Review process, and 

 

2) Action on proposed amendments to the Transit Village Area Plan (TVAP) 

connections plan to be consistent with and to implement the FBC project 

 

Staff Presentation: 

D. Driskell introduced the item. 

K. Guiler presented the item to the board. 

 

Board Questions: 

K. Guiler, D. Driskell and Leslie Oberholtzer, consultant with CodaMetrics, answered 

questions from the board. 

 

Public Hearing: 

No one spoke. 

 

Board Comments: 

Key Issue #1: Draft Ordinance 

 J. Putnam, in regards to the scope of the review process, expressed concern with drafting 

a discretionary process like Site Review for the FBC. At this time, it would be worth 

having some degree of public process and review. However it should be taken out if it 

works. If it is not working, then it should be looked at. His concern lies with making it 

too discretionary because it would create more obstacles. The draft ordinance would 

strike a reasonable balance for now. In regards to the call up issue, he stated that persons 

calling up items should provide more detailed explanation of the bases to reduce the 

phenomenon we have seen of call ups with little discretionary ability to change anything 

and he encouraged staff to find out how to accomplish that. Overall, he is in support of 

the ordinance as written. 

 L. Payton stated that she would support the ordinance. In regards to the call up issue, she 

stated that there would be a danger of having call ups and spending too much staff time 

on them. She suggested that to get around that, when staff prepares their memo for a 

potential call up, to include an analysis of whether the project addresses the FBC, then it 

may be easier for the board to evaluate. She agreed with a modification to the ordinance 

for the Transit Village to extend notice to all residents within 600 feet rather than just 

property owners since the Transit Village is a mostly rentals. She suggested extending the 

notice coverage to include “all addresses”. 

 C. Gray supported the suggested Transit Village modification and asked to include 

renters and renters of commercial property. C. Gray also supported the ability to for 

Planning Board to call up the projects to question staff on their analysis of FBC as it 

04.14.2016 PB Draft Minutes     Page 2 of 5



 

 

applies to a project.  She stated this was important for the first projects to understand the 

application of FBC. 

 B. Bowen asked for a formal change in the language to include “property owners and 

renters within 600 feet of subject property” (Page 47 of packet). He stated that the board, 

overall, would agree to a change for all review processes notification.  

 J. Gerstle agreed that he would like the modified notification to apply universally. 

 L. May recommend that the modified language be applied universally and presented to 

Council. 

 C. Gray suggested a universal modification to be applied city wide after the board’s 

retreat so that Council would be aware of Planning Board’s intent. 

 The board agreed that this time to change the language regarding notification to apply to 

just FBC rather than city wide. 

 B. Bowen stated that he would like to see a call up be made by a majority of the board 

rather than one person and to remove the ability of the public to call up an item. Overall, 

he supports the ordinance. 

 C. Gray stated that she supports the ordinance. She suggested for staff to prepare a 

presentation for the first FBC project to come in front of Planning Board. This would 

give the board and the public to work through it. 

 J. Gerstle stated that he would be uncomfortable with the restrictive call up provisions 

suggested by B. Bowen. He felt that the board should be open-minded and flexible given 

that the FBC is a pilot program. He felt it would be appropriate to move ahead with the 

FBC ordinance on a pilot level. 

 L. May agreed with J. Gerstle. He stated that it would be good to move forward but 

there should be no reason to change the call up process.  

 H. Zuckerman declared support for the ordinance. He would support additional notice to 

all interested parties within 600 feet. In regards to the call up process, he suggested a 

review process towards a more ministerial review process. Regarding public call up, he 

expressed concern regarding the vindictive person and perhaps making it harder for call 

up to occur and have the board act as the middle ground.  

 L. Payton added that since FBC is a pilot, perhaps the call up provisions should remain 

the same as they are currently for other staff approvals. 

 J. Gerstle agreed. The intent of the FBC is to seek to get better buildings. If this is 

adopted in other parts of the city in the future, then the call up issue could be readdressed. 

 B. Bowen agreed to let the call up issue lie since FBC is a pilot and in purview of what 

we do for reviews. 

 All board members agreed with the ordinance. 

 L. May explained in a building model demonstration that projects built under FBC could 

meet the criteria of the FBC, but not necessarily meet the intent, i.e., check all the boxes 

and still have ugly buildings and places. The FBC will require the diligence of the board 

and staff to bring this out to the applicants/developers. 

 J. Putnam suggested keeping this pilot to a prescriptive approach and not make it 

subjective. 

 C. Gray mentioned that with any new ordinance, an evaluation or review process should 

take place. She liked the suggestion of D. Driskell to debrief at the end of each project, in 

which there may only be 5 total projects which will be using the FBC pilot. 
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 B. Bowen reminded the board that other area plans often have reviews set up within them 

and unfortunately, the reviews or debriefings are not held.  

 L. May pointed out that undesirable outcomes may not be attributable to a flawed BFC, 

but to a flawed application fo the FBC by staff and the board.  

 B. Bowen added that it is time for the FBC to happen. 

 H. Zuckerman agreed and prepared to move forward. 

 

Key Issue #2: Draft Form-Based Code including general provisions, site design, building types 

and building design 

 J. Gerstle asked to discuss the tower designation limits and golden rectangle language. 

His concern with the towers is to understand how they relate to the existing height 

limitations. In no cases can a tower exceed the charter 55 foot height limit; however it 

could go over the three story limit under the FBC, but the tower could not obscure the 

view sheds, space needs to be occupied, and roof access. He stated that he agrees with the 

golden rectangle within the FBC, but felt it would be more constructive if the language 

encouraged, but not required it. 

 B. Bowen opposed to requiring the golden rectangle and it should be removed. It may be 

a good compositional tool but it is not the only tool. 

 L. Payton supports the inclusion of the golden rectangle because it would encourage 

architects to use pleasing proportions. 

 C. Gray agreed with L. Payton. 

 L. May explained that although the golden rectangle would be required, as are other 

articulations, none of these will guarantee a good building.  He stated that it would be 

good to have all these tools in the FBC because it would give guidance toward obtaining 

good outcomes where they do not have the ability to do so without such assistance.  

 H. Zuckerman explained that the FBC will a road map for a good building. This should 

represent guidelines that identify what we like, but still allow architects to present 

something they would like to build.  He expressed that he would like to see that when 

applying the FBC. 

 B. Bowen addressed the matter of people that were reacting to recent buildings and to see 

FBC as a method to correct them, noting that they were reacting to Figure M-1(21) in the 

FBC, which is the Daily Camera building.   

 L. Payton disagreed and offered that the “ugly building” objections were to Solana.  

 C. Gray and L. May agreed with L. Payton. L. May added that the objections to the 

Daily Camera building were based on the mass and scale but not on the architecture.  

 L. Payton, on the regulating plan, mentioned that she approved of the Row House option 

on the property north of Goose Creek as it would allow an option to build missing middle 

income housing types and to possibly achieve the city’s goals of offering that type of 

housing. She added that because the General Building type is an option at the Goose 

Creek site as well, she is concerned that there is not the incentive to do Row Houses and 

that Row Houses would likely not happen. She approved of the view corridor and roof 

height language. She listed some general edits to some language and figures within the 

FBC. 

 C. Gray stated that the FBC was a reaction to conversations with the community. 

 

Key Issue #3: TVAP connection changes 
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 There was no discussion by the board regarding this issue. 

 

Motion: 

On a motion by C. Gray seconded by J. Putnam the Planning Board voted 7-0 to recommend 

to City Council adoption of an ordinance amending Title 9, “Land Use Code,” B.R.C. 1981, to 

adopt a Form-Based Code (FBC) for the Boulder Junction Phase I area and a FBC review 

process, and setting forth related details. 

 

Friendly by J. Putnam, that Planning Board recommend to amend the notice provision in the 

ordinance to provide notice in the TVAP Area Phase I to all addresses and property owners and 

to revise Figure M-1(21) to show yard areas.  Friendly amendment was accepted by C. Gray. 

 

On a motion by L. Payton seconded by C. Gray the Planning Board voted 7-0 to approve 

amendments to the Transit Village Area Plan (TVAP) connections plan to be consistent with and 

implement the FBC project. 

 

 

6. MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING BOARD, PLANNING DIRECTOR, AND CITY 

ATTORNEY 

 

There were no Matters to discuss. 

 

7. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK 

 

8. ADJOURNMENT 
 

The Planning Board adjourned the meeting at 8:19 p.m. 

  

APPROVED BY 

  

___________________  

Board Chair 

 

___________________ 

DATE 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

TO: Planning Board  
FROM: Sloane Walbert, Case Manager 
DATE: April 28, 2016 
SUBJECT: Call-Up Item: NON-CONFORMING USE REVIEW to reduce the number of units on the 

property at 1627 17th Street from three dwelling units in two structures to two dwelling units 
in two structures (case no. LUR2016-00013). The project site is zoned Residential - Mixed 1 
(RMX-1). The call-up period expires on May 9, 2016. 

 

 
Background.  The 0.16-acre project 
site is located west of, and adjacent to, 
17th Street between Canyon Boulevard 
and Grove Street in the Goss-Grove 
neighborhood. The property is roughly 
one quarter mile south of the 
downtown pedestrian district (Pearl 
Street). Refer to Figure 1 for a Vicinity 
Map. 
 
Goss-Grove is one of Boulder’s oldest 
neighborhoods. Significant 
redevelopment occurred in the 1970s 
and 1980s when the High Density 
Overlay Zone allowed higher density 
development, resulting in the 
replacement of small, single-family 
houses with large apartment buildings. 
The subject property was part of the 
comprehensive rezoning of the Goss-
Grove neighborhood in 2012 from 
Residential - High 2 (RH-2) to 
Residential Mixed Use (RMX-1). The 
rezoning occurred following the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) 2010 Major Update, where the 
underlying land use designation was changed from High Density Residential (HDR) to Mixed Density 
Residential (MXR). The MXR land use designation is in the medium density range from six to 14 units per 
acre.  
  
The Residential Mixed Use (RMX-1) zone district is defined as “mixed density residential areas with a variety 
of single-family, detached, duplexes, and multi-family units that will be maintained, and where existing 
structures may be renovated or rehabilitated,” (section 9-5-2(c)(1)(D), B.R.C. 1981). High density residential 
zoning (Residential - High 2) is located directly adjacent to the property to the north, west and east. The 
property is also in close proximity to the Business - Transitional 2 (BT-2) and Downtown 5 (DT-5) zone 
districts. Refer to Figure 2 on the following page. The surrounding streets are included in the Goss-Grove 
Neighborhood Parking Permit Zone. 
 

Project Site 

Figure 1: Vicinity Map 
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The property contains a historic 2-story home with a basement, a frame studio structure and a 2-story barn 
structure. The house was built in the 1880s and is a Queen Anne style structure. The historic home features a 
brick first floor with stone sills and lintels and a frame second story with clapboard siding, which may have 
been added-on later. The home’s Queen Anne details are typical of the area. 

City zoning inspection records from 1974 describe three legal dwelling units on the property. A rental license 
has been maintained for three units since at least 1992. The site includes a duplex in the historic home and a 
studio located in the frame structure in the center of the property, which were legally established prior to the 
existing zoning, and thus, is considered nonconforming to the current zoning. The property is nonconforming 
as to: 

 Density because the minimum lot area per dwelling unit in the RMX-1 zone district is 6,000 square feet 
and the maximum number of dwelling units per acre is 7.3. The lot is 6,768 square feet in area (0.16 
acres) and contains three dwelling units. The existing density is 19.4 dwelling units per acre; and 

 Parking because the site appears to have four informal off-street parking spaces, where five spaces are 
required. The existing duplex is required to have four spaces and the studio unit is required to have one. 

Two structures on the property are considered nonstandard. The historic home is nonstandard because it does 
not meet the minimum front yard setback. The required front setback is 25 feet, where 16 feet is provided. The 
studio unit in the rear is nonstandard because it does not meet the minimum side yard setback from an interior 
lot line. The required side yard setback is five feet, where the existing south side yard setback is 0.6 feet. 
 
 

Figure 2: Zoning Map 
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Project Proposal.  The applicant is proposing to convert the historic structure from a duplex to a single-family 
residence and construct a second detached dwelling unit behind the historic house. The following changes to the 
site are included in the proposal: 
 

 Removal of two, low-quality building additions on the west and south sides of the historic home along with 
a new 234 square foot two-story addition and new deck at the rear of the historic home. 

 Removal of the existing 227 square foot studio located in the center of the property and construction of a 
new 1,270 square foot detached single-family home. New home would have a deck on the north side of 
the structure and a rooftop deck. Structure would be modern in design with light gray stucco and dark 
wood rainscreen siding and feature metal accents.  

 Partial demolition of the existing barn structure, which has been damaged by fire, removal of a lean-to 
shed attached to the north side of the structure, and removal of upper floor loft. The barn structure would 
be restored and converted into two single-car garages. The area demolished from the south side of the 
barn is planned to be used as a drive access from the alley. 

 
In order to meet the criteria for modifications to nonconforming uses, the development proposal also 
includes several site improvements to improve the physical appearance of the site (refer to Attachment D 
for the applicant’s proposed plans). The following is included in the proposal: 
 

 Updating the landscape to provide four new trees, including three alley trees along the south side of the 
property; 

 Establishing two formal parking spaces off the alley in the barn structure to meet the current code 
requirements pursuant to section 9-9-6, “Parking Standards,” B.R.C. 1981. Per Table 9-1 of the land use 
code, the minimum number of off-street parking spaces for a detached dwelling unit (DU) is one space. 
Therefore, the proposal will bring the property into compliance with the parking standards with the 
provision of two spaces;  

 Renovating and remodeling the dilapidated building exterior façade elements of the historic home, 
including new paint, replacement of wood shingles, and repairs to the front porch; and 

Figure 3: Historic Home    Figure 4: Barn and Studio Structures on Alley 

Barn 

structure 

Studio 

structure 
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 Providing a trash enclosure on a new concrete slab on the alley with screening that is consistent with the 
current code requirements pursuant to section 9-9-18, “Trash Storage and Recycling Areas,” B.R.C. 1981. 

 
Review Process.  As noted above, the project site is considered a nonconforming use with respect to density and 
parking. The development proposal is considered an expansion of a nonconforming use as defined in chapter 9-
16, “Definitions,” B.R.C. 1981, because the proposal will increase floor area.  
 

“Expansion of nonconforming use" means any change or modification to a nonconforming use that 
constitutes: 

(1) An increase in the occupancy, floor area, required parking, traffic generation, outdoor storage, or 
visual, noise, or air pollution;  

(2) Any change in the operational characteristics which may increase the impacts or create adverse 
impacts to the surrounding area including, without limitation, the hours of operation, noise, or the 
number of employees;  

(3) The addition of bedrooms to a dwelling unit, except a single-family detached dwelling unit; or  

(4) The addition of one or more dwelling units.” 
 
Pursuant section 9-10-3(c)(2), “Standards for Changes to Nonstandard Buildings, Structures and Lots, and 
Nonconforming Uses,” B.R.C. 1981, applications for Nonconforming Use Review are reviewed for consistency with 
the criteria set forth in subsection 9-2-15(e) and (f), B.R.C. 1981. Generally, the Nonconforming Use Review 
criteria are focused on decreasing the level of nonconformity of the site, minimizing adverse impacts to 
surrounding properties, maintaining consistency surrounding uses as well as area character and improving the 
appearance of the property. 
 
Analysis.  The proposal was found to be consistent with the Use Review criteria pursuant to subsections 9-2-15(e) 
“Criteria for Review” and (f) “Additional Criteria for Modifications to Nonconforming Uses,” B.R.C. 1981. The 
proposal will reduce the degree of nonconformity of the use. As described above, the project site is nonconforming 
as to density and parking. The maximum permitted density in the RMX-1 zone district is 7.3 dwelling units per 
acre. With three dwelling units, the density of the site is currently 19.4 dwelling units per acre. The conversion of 
the duplex into a single-family home and replacement of the studio in the center of the property will result in two 
dwelling units, which is a density of 12.9 dwelling units per acre. The removal of a dwelling unit will also bring the 
site closer into compliance with the minimum lot area per dwelling unit of 6,000 square feet. The provision of two 
formal parking spaces in the barn structure will bring the property into compliance with the vehicular parking 
requirements of section 9-9-6, “Parking Standards,” B.R.C. 1981. In addition, the proposal would remove one of 
the nonstandard structures from the property.  
 
The applicant has taken reasonable measures to improve the general appearance of the site and reduce the 
effects of the nonconformity on the surrounding area. A reduction in the number of units and allowable occupancy 
will result in less vehicular traffic. The elimination of parking from the rear yard and addition of landscaping and 
open space will reduce adverse visual impacts and noise pollution. Landscape improvements will alleviate the 
effects of the nonconformity upon the surrounding area. New street and alley trees will screen the property and 
improve the streetscape. A new trash enclosure with screening should reduce any refuse or junk on the property. 
Improvements to building exterior façade elements of the historic home and removal of the dilapidated shed will 
alleviate adverse visual impacts. The design of the proposed modern structure takes cues from the adjacent 
modern office building and there is a clear delineation between the new structure and the historic structure. Staff 
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finds that the proposal is consistent with the character of the area in terms of use, scale and design. Refer to 
Attachment B for the complete criteria analysis. 
 
Public Comment.  Required public notice was given in the form of written notification mailed to all property 
owners within 600 feet of the subject property and a sign posted on the property for at least 10 days. All notice 
requirements of section 9-4-3, “Public Notice Requirements,” B.R.C. 1981 have been met. In response to the 
required public notice, several comments have been received (refer to Attachment D). The majority of comments 
received were in support of the project, generally stating that the proposal would be good for the neighborhood 
and would restore a significant historic building. A letter received from the Goss-Grove Neighborhood Association 
summarized a neighborhood meeting held by the applicant. The letter stated that the primary concerns identified 
by the neighborhood were architectural compatibility, building mass and scale, parking, and the preservation of a 
large mature tree on the alley. 
 
Conclusion.  Staff finds that the proposed project meets the relevant criteria of section 9-2-15, “Use Review,” 
B.R.C. 1981 (refer to Attachment B).  
 
The proposal was approved by Planning and Development Services staff on April 25, 2016 and the decision may 
be called up before Planning Board on or before May 9, 2016. There is one Planning Board hearing scheduled 
during the required 14-day call-up period on May 5, 2016. Questions about the project or decision should be 
directed to the Case Manager, Sloane Walbert at (303) 441-4231 or at walberts@bouldercolorado.gov. 
 
Attachments:  
A. Disposition of Approval 
B. Analysis of Use Review Criteria 
C. Applicant’s Proposed Plans 
D. Public Comment 
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Attachment B: Analysis of Use Review Criteria 

Overall, the project was found to be consistent with the criteria for Use Review set forth in subsections 9-2-15(e) 
and (f), B.R.C. 1981. 

(e) “Criteria for Review”: No use review application will be approved unless the approving agency finds all of 
the following: 

      (1) Consistency with Zoning and Non-Conformity: The use is consistent with the purpose of the zoning 
district as set forth in section 9-5-2(c), "Zoning Districts Purposes," B.R.C. 1981, except in the case of a 
non-conforming use; 

The project site is zoned Residential - Mixed 1 (RMX-1), which is defined as “mixed density 
residential areas with a variety of single-family, detached, duplexes, and multi-family units that will 
be maintained; and where existing structures may be renovated or rehabilitated” section 9-5-
2(c)(1)(D), B.R.C. 1981. Attached dwellings are an allowed use in the RMX-1 zone district. 
However, the property is nonconforming because it exceeds the maximum permitted density in the 
zone district (6,000 square feet of lot area per dwelling unit and 7.3  dwelling units/acre) and does 
not satisfy the off street parking requirements (5 spaces required).  

Two structures are also considered nonstandard. The historic home is nonstandard because it does 
not meet minimum front setback. The required front yard setback is 25’, where 16’ is provided. The 
studio unit in the center of the property is nonstandard because it does not meet the minimum side 
yard setback form an interior lot line. The required side yard setback is 5’, where the existing south 
side yard setback is 0.6’. 

      (2) Rationale: The use either: 

N/A    (A) Provides direct service or convenience to or reduces adverse impacts to the surrounding 
uses or neighborhood; 

 N/A    (B)  Provides a compatible transition between higher intensity and lower intensity uses; 

N/A     (C) Is necessary to foster a specific city policy, as expressed in the Boulder Valley 
Comprehensive Plan, including, without limitation, historic preservation, moderate income 
housing, residential and non-residential mixed uses in appropriate locations, and group 
living arrangements for special populations; or 

       (D) Is an existing legal nonconforming use or a change thereto that is permitted under 
subsection (f) of this section; 

The property is a legal nonconforming use that was established at least prior to 1969. The 
site is nonconforming as to density and parking. 

      (3) Compatibility: The location, size, design, and operating characteristics of the proposed development 
or change to an existing development are such that the use will be reasonably compatible with and 
have minimal negative impact on the use of nearby properties or for residential uses in industrial 
zoning districts, the proposed development reasonably mitigates the potential negative impacts from 
nearby properties; 

The proposal is compatible with the surrounding area. The properties in the immediate vicinity include 
various multi-family residential developments, including apartments, duplexes and triplexes, single-
family homes and commercial uses. The proposal would reduce the overall number of dwelling units, 
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reduce the number of bedrooms, reduce the vehicular parking demands and decrease the allowable 
occupancy of the property.  

The new detached single-family residence will be 1,300 square feet and is a mass and scale 
appropriate for an alley house. With the small addition, the historic home will continue to be of a 
modest scale with 1,521 square feet of floor area. The property will meet compatible development 
standards, including side yard wall articulation, side yard bulk plane, maximum building coverage and 
floor area ratio requirements. 

Considering the character of the area (see criterion 5 below), the proposal is reasonably compatible 
with the surrounding properties and will have minimal negative impact on such properties.  

      (4) Infrastructure: As compared to development permitted under section 9-6-1, "Schedule of Permitted 
Land Uses," B.R.C. 1981, in the zone, or as compared to the existing level of impact of a 
nonconforming use, the proposed development will not significantly adversely affect the infrastructure 
of the surrounding area, including, without limitation, water, wastewater, and storm drainage utilities 
and streets; 

The infrastructure required to provide services to the site exist today. No additional infrastructure is 
required as a result of the proposal. 

      (5) Character of Area: The use will not change the predominant character of the surrounding area;  

The development proposal will not change the predominant character of the surrounding area, which 
is characterized by both residential uses, including apartments, duplexes, triplexes and single-family 
residences and commercial uses. The neighborhood character is eclectic and contains a diversity of 
building sizes and styles.  

Most notably, the building directly adjacent to the west of the property is the Easton Office Building at 
1636 16th Street, which is considered a significant example of post-war modernist architecture in 
Boulder. The building was constructed in 1964 and features stuccoed walls, a glass curtain wall of 
vertical floor to ceiling windows, a flat roof with deep projecting eaves and projecting bays in the form 
of stuccoed boxes. See Figure 5 below. 

 

Figure 5: Easton Office Building 
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The property is also in close proximity to the modern drive-up bank at 1650 Canyon Blvd. The 
structure is constructed of cast-in-place concrete and features circular roof canopies supported by 
columns (Figure 6). Across 17th Street to the east are a series of large multifamily buildings, primarily 
constructed of brick. The area to the south of the property contains a number of simple, vernacular 
historic homes, primarily constructed in the late 1890s. Two historic structures of merit are located in 
the vicinity, the Henry Drumm House at 1638 Grove St. and the cottage at 1728 Grove St. (Figures 7 
and 8). Refer to Sheet G1.2 for an architectural survey of the surrounding buildings prepared by the 
applicant. 
 

 

Figure 6: Wells Fargo Bank 
 

   

Figure 7: 1638 Grove St.     Figure 7: 1728 Grove St 
 

The design of the proposed modern structure takes cues from the adjacent modern office building and 
there is a clear delineation between the new structure and the historic structure (see Figure 8 on the 
following page). Staff finds that the proposal is consistent with the character of the area in terms of 
use, scale and design. 
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Figure 8: Proposed Modern Dwelling in Relation to Historic Home and Easton Office Building 

 N/A   (6) Conversion of Dwelling Units to Non-Residential Uses: There shall be a presumption against 
approving the conversion of dwelling units in the residential zoning districts set forth in subsection 9-5-
2(c)(1)(a), B.R.C. 1981, to non-residential uses that are allowed pursuant to a use review, or through 
the change of one non-conforming use to another non-conforming use. The presumption against such 
a conversion may be overcome by a finding that the use to be approved serves another compelling 
social, human services, governmental, or recreational need in the community including, without 
limitation, a use for a day care center, park, religious assembly, social service use, benevolent 
organization use, art or craft studio space, museum, or an educational use. 

Not applicable, the proposal does not include the conversion of dwelling units. 

(f) “Additional Criteria for Modifications to Nonconforming Uses”: No application for a change to a 
nonconforming use shall be granted unless all of the following criteria are met in addition to the criteria set forth 
above: 

      (1) Reasonable Measures Required: The applicant has undertaken all reasonable measures to reduce or 
alleviate the effects of the nonconformity upon the surrounding area, including, without limitation, 
objectionable conditions, glare, adverse visual impacts, noise pollution, air emissions, vehicular traffic, 
storage of equipment, materials, and refuse, and on-street parking, so that the change will not 
adversely affect the surrounding area. 

The applicant is proposing to provide two off-street parking spaces in the barn structure, which will 
bring the property into compliance with the parking requirements of section 9-9-6, B.R.C. 1981. 
Although they are not considered formal parking spaces, residents may also park in front of the 
garage doors in the drive access. The proposal would result in an overall reduction of bedrooms from 
six bedrooms to five rooms that could potentially be used for bedrooms (four are defined on the plans 
as bedrooms).  

A reduction in the number of units and allowable occupancy will result in less vehicular traffic. The 
elimination of parking from the rear yard and addition of landscaping and open space will reduce 
adverse visual impacts and noise pollution. Landscape improvements will alleviate the effects of the 
nonconformity upon the surrounding area. New street and alley trees will screen the property and 
improve the streetscape. A new trash enclosure with screening should reduce any refuse or junk on 
the property. Improvements to building exterior façade elements of the historic home and removal of 
the dilapidated shed will alleviate adverse visual impacts. The applicant has taken reasonable 
measures to improve the general appearance of the site and reduce the effects of the nonconformity 
on the surrounding area. 
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      (2) Reduction in Nonconformity/Improvement of Appearance: The proposed change or expansion will 
either reduce the degree of nonconformity of the use or improve the physical appearance of the 
structure or the site without increasing the degree of nonconformity. 

The proposal will reduce the degree of nonconformity of the use. The project site is nonconforming as 
to density and parking. The maximum permitted density in the RMX-1 zone district is 7.3 dwelling units 
per acre. With three dwelling units, the density of the site is currently 19.4 dwelling units per acre. The 
conversion of the duplex into a single-family home and replacement of the studio in the center of the 
property will result in two dwelling units, which is a density of 12.9 dwelling units per acre. The 
removal of a dwelling unit will also bring the site closer into compliance with the minimum lot area per 
dwelling unit of 6,000 square feet.  

The provision of two formal parking spaces in the barn structure will bring the property into compliance 
with the vehicular parking requirements of section 9-9-6, “Parking Standards,” B.R.C. 1981. Per Table 
9-1 of the land use code, the minimum number of off-street parking spaces for a detached dwelling 
unit (DU) is one space.  

The proposal would remove one of the nonstandard structures from the property. The studio unit to be 
removed does not meet the minimum side yard setback form an interior lot line. The structure is 
currently only 0.6 feet from the property line. 

The proposal will also improve the physical appearance of the site. The overall building coverage will 
be reduced on the property, which results in the provision of additional open space. The planting of 
additional street and alley trees will screen the property and contribute to the streetscape. Building 
façade improvements and the removal of the burned portion of the barn structure will improve the 
appearance. Parking will be formalized and will no longer occur in the rear yard. Lastly, the provision 
of a screened trash enclosure will reduce trash and refuse clutter on the property. 

      (3) Compliance With This Title/Exceptions: The proposed change in use complies with all of the 
requirements of this title: 

       (A) Except for a change of a nonconforming use to another nonconforming use; and 

The proposal is for a change from a nonconforming use (duplex and studio, nonconforming as 
to density and parking) to another nonconforming use (two detached homes, nonconforming 
as to density). 

  N/A   (B) Unless a variance to the setback requirements has been granted pursuant to section 9-2-3, 
"Variances and Interpretations," B.R.C. 1981, or the setback has been varied through the 
application of the requirements of section 9-2-14, "Site Review," B.R.C. 1981. 

      (4) Cannot Reasonably Be Made Conforming: The existing building or lot cannot reasonably be utilized or 
made to conform to the requirements of chapter 9-6, "Use Standards," 9-7, "Form and Bulk 
Standards," 9-8, "Intensity Standards," or 9-9, "Development Standards," B.R.C. 1981. 

While the property could be converted to a single-family use and meet the density standards, it is a 
reasonable request to reduce the number of units on the property considering the context. The 
property is directly adjacent to a high density residential zone district and in close proximity to Canyon 
Boulevard and the downtown business district. Redevelopment of the property could result in one 
large single-family home. It can be argued that the provision of two modest dwelling units better meets 
the city’s housing goals and is more compatible with the surrounding area. In addition, the historic 
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home is located in required setbacks and it is not reasonable to remove portions of the structure to 
meet the form and bulk standards. See comments above. 

      (5) No Increase in Floor Area over Ten Percent: The change or expansion will not result in a cumulative 
increase in floor area of more than ten percent of the existing floor area. 

The proposal will add eight percent of the existing floor area. The existing development consists of 
3,041 square feet of floor area and the proposal will consist of 3,288 square feet. 

  N/A   (6) Approving Authority May Grant Zoning Variances: The approving authority may grant the variances 
permitted by subsection 9-2-3(d), B.R.C. 1981, upon finding that the criteria set forth in subsection 9-
2-3(h), B.R.C. 1981, have been met. 
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6,768 SF

3,770 SF*

2,404 SF

* Number represents maximum floor area based on zone district and lot size. The property is a nonconforming use and, pursuant to section 9-2-15(f)(5), B.R.C. 
1981, the expansion may not result in a cumulative increase in floor area of more than 10% of the existing floor area.
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WRITTEN STATEMENT 
1627 17th Street, Boulder, CO 80302 
 
 
1627 17th Street is a remarkable property in a wonderful, well-established, neighborhood. It is 
our intention to improve the function and look of the property and increase the quality of the 
Goss/Grove neighborhood. We are proposing to reduce the number of units from three legal 
nonconforming units with six bedrooms to two units with four bedrooms. We are converting an 
existing barn into two single car garages with driveway parking for two cars. Combining the 
reduction of units and added parking should reduce the traffic generated and on street parking 
requirements. The total square footage of the project is limited to 1.1 times the size of the 
existing structures. Since the structures we are removing are one story and we are replacing 
them with two story structures, the footprint of the buildings will be reduced providing more open 
space.   
 
We met with the Goss / Grove Neighborhood Board and discussed their main desires and 
concerns.  Keeping the existing Queen Anne house is very important to them as well as a 
keeping the mature tree located on the corner of the property next to the alley. The Board 
members do not want student rental properties or an increase in on-street parking. Reducing the 
number of units and bedrooms on the property was well received. 
 
The existing property has three structures. The main Queen Anne house is 1,734 square feet 
and has two very low quality additions. Boulder Landmarks has approved the demolition of the 
two additions. The main house has been subdivided into two rental units.  An upstairs two-
bedroom unit is accessed by use of an exterior stair. The main level unit has three rooms that 
could be used as bedrooms, but it is difficult to know how it has been occupied. Located in the 
center of the property is a 227 square foot house that has been used as a rental unit. This 
structure is “pretty gross”, has no redeeming values, and has been approved by landmarks for 
demolition.  The structure is directly adjacent to the alley and does not meet setback 
requirements.  At the rear of the lot is a barn. The barn is located on the alleyway and the front of 
the barn has been badly damaged by fire. The barn has an interior stair and a loft with 310 
square feet of space with ceilings above 6 feet tall. Boulder Landmarks has approved the 
removal the burned front portion of the barn and the rear one story, lean to, portion of the barn. 
While there is no official parking on the site, it appears that previous residences parked in the 
back yard. 
 
We propose to make the Queen Anne house back into a magnificent single-family residence. We 
will remove the two additions and add a much smaller two-story addition to the back of the 
house.  The house, including new additions, will be 1,583 square feet. The exterior of the 
existing house is in pretty good shape and needs minor improvements such as making the porch 
more level. Deteriorated shingles on the dormers will be replaced and the entire house will be 
repainted.  The house brick will be repainted with a color that matches a traditional brick color. 
The trim color will be a shade of white.  It is very important to us that the house maintain its 
historic look. 
 
We are also proposing a second residence between the Queen Anne house and the barn. This 
new house will be 1,305 square feet. The access to the house will be from 17th Street by a 
beautifully landscaped walkway. This house is modern in design, inspired by the modern Dental 
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Office next door.  The flat roof decreases the bulk of the house giving the house the proper scale 
of an alley house. 
 
 
The barn will be converted into a two single space shared garage. The area where we are 
removing the burnt portion of the barn will be turned into a drive for the garages and can also be 
used for parking. 
 
INFORMAL COMMENTS 
 
We propose that the address of the East house be 1625 17th Street and the East house 1627 
17th Street. 
 
Any portion of the garage that projects beyond the property line will be removed with the 
permission of Landmarks. 
 
CITY CODE CRITERIA CHECKLIST �
9-2-15(E)(3) Compatibility: The location, size, design and operating characteristics of the 
proposed development or change to an existing development are such that the use will be 
reasonably compatible with and have minimal negative impact on the use of nearby properties… 
 
1627 17

TH
 Street is located in an area with diverse building uses, sizes and styles.  Within two 

properties to the North is a very modern drive up bank; across the street to the East are large 
modern multifamily buildings, next door to the West on the alley is a beautiful ultramodern dental 
office.  Located not as close are a number of historic houses that are in various states of original 
condition.  Much of this diversity is due to the history of the area and the current zoning.  In 
2012, the area was rezoned to its current zone district, Residential Mixed Use (RMX-1), which is 
defined as “mixed density residential areas with a variety of single-family, detached, duplexes, 
and multi-family units that will be maintained, and where existing structures may be renovated or 
rehabilitated,” section 9-5-2(c)(1)(D), B.R.C. 1981. High density residential zoning (Residential - 
High 2) is located directly adjacent to the property to the north, west and east. 1627 17

th
 Street is 

a property that is truly in a “mixed” location.  Renovating the street front house to its historic glory 
and building a small modern alley house next to the modern Dental clinic will have no negative 
impact on the use of nearby properties.  

 
9-2-15(E)(5) Character of Area: The use will not change the predominant character of the 
surrounding area or the character established by adopted design guidelines or plans for the 
area; and… 
 
The predominant character of the area is much higher density than what we are proposing.  Our 
project maintains the historic density of the site rather than bring it up to the higher density of the 
surrounding buildings. The Goss/Grove HOA has requested that the houses will not be rentals, 
particularly by students.  By providing fewer bedrooms and bathrooms than permitted the 
houses will be better suited for ownership than rentals. 
 
9-2-15(F)(1) Reasonable Measures Required: The applicant has undertaken all reasonable 
measures to reduce or alleviate the effects of the nonconformity upon the surrounding area, 
including, without limitation, objectionable conditions, glare, adverse visual impacts, noise 
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pollution, air emissions, vehicular traffic, storage of equipment, materials and refuse, and on-
street parking, so that the change will not adversely affect the surrounding area. 
 
The small size of the buildings is best measure we have taken to prevent objectionable 
conditions.  The windows of the existing house facing the street will not be modified.  Vehicular 
traffic should be reduced because there will be fewer units and bedrooms than prior to the 
changes.  Four off-street parking spaces should reduce the on street-parking load.  A trash 
enclosure integrated into the architecture will lessen the trash can chaos that exists up and down 
the alley.  The changes that are proposed will significantly improve the surrounding area and not 
create objectionable conditions. 
 
Ah yes, this can be a very hard criterion to address. Obviously any property can be completely 
redeveloped to meet the zoning and use standards but that is not the intent of the 
nonconforming use review. I would recommend addressing each of the requirements cited 
separately. I included some notes below. 
 
9-2-15(F)(2) Reduction in Nonconformity/Improvement of Appearance: The proposed change or 
expansion will either reduce the degree of nonconformity of the use or improve the physical 
appearance of the structure or the site without increasing the degree of nonconformity. 
 
The property is nonconforming as to parking. The proposal will bring the property into 
compliance with the parking requirements of section 9-9-6, B.R.C. 1981. The existing alley 
house is directly on the alley not conforming to zoning setback requirements.  We are proposing 
to reduce the number of units from three legal nonconforming units with six bedrooms to two 
units with four bedrooms.  The physical appearance of the existing structures will be vastly 
improved and the appearance of the new alley house will be significantly better than the existing 
alley house. 
 
9-2-15(F)(4) Cannot Reasonably Be Made Conforming: The existing building or lot cannot 
reasonably be utilized or made to conform to the requirements of chapter 9-6, "Use Standards," 
9-7, "Form and Bulk Standards," 9-8, "Intensity Standards," or 9-9, "Development Standards," 
B.R.C. 1981. 
  
9-6, "Use Standards," 
  
The existing use (duplex and detached dwelling unit) and proposed uses (detached dwelling 
units) are allowed uses in the RMX-1 zone district. 
  
9-7, "Form and Bulk Standards," 
  
The historic home is located in required setbacks and compliance with the current development 
standards would necessitate the removal of a large portion of the existing building. It is not 
reasonable to remove portions of the historic structure to meet the form and bulk standards. The 
existing studio structure is located in the required side yard setback and will be removed. The 
proposed detached dwelling will be constructed to meet all form and bulk standards.  The 
proposed FAR is 88% of the maximum allowed by code and the Lot Coverage is 96% of the 
maximum allowed by code. 
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9-8, "Intensity Standards," or 
  
The property is nonconforming as to density. In order to make the site conforming as to density, 
the applicant would  have to demolish the existing studio and convert the historic structure to a 
single family home. While the proposal does not seek to eliminate the nonconforming status of 
the project site, it does seek to provide more affordable housing than a conforming project would 
provide.  Two houses and two garages with a combined square footage of 3,320 square feet is 
more compatible with the surrounding neighborhood than a single family dwelling would be. 
  
9-9, "Development Standards," B.R.C. 1981. 
  
The property is nonconforming as to parking. The proposal will bring the property into 
compliance with the parking requirements of section 9-9-6, B.R.C. 1981. 
 
In conclusion, we truly believe that all of the impacts this project will have on the neighborhood 
are positive.  The proposal has fewer units than the current conditions, higher quality buildings 
and landscape, and on site parking. By building the second unit, we are making the two 
residences more affordable than if we had just one larger house. We do not believe that one 
multimillion dollar house would be in the best interest of the neighborhood. Goss / Grove is a 
middleclass neighborhood and Boulder would be best served if it stays this way. 
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WRITTEN STATEMENT #2 
1627 17th Street, Boulder, CO 80302 
 
Asking the question if a certain building style is appropriate for a given location 
can have significant consequences. A conservative contextual approach may 
have prevented Boulder City Hall, the Boulder Theater, NCAR, many Charles 
Heartling houses and other quality building in Boulder from being built.  
 
I had the good fortune of studying architecture for seven and one half years, 
practicing architecture for over thirty years and teaching architecture for four 
years.  I received my Masters in Architecture from Harvard in 1981.  This is 
significant because this was at the peak of the postmodern movement and 
historical context was the core concept of postmodern architectural design 
particularly at Harvard.  I took nine semesters of architectural history and seven 
semesters of architectural theory that helped me to understand how context is 
tied to time and place.  
 
1627 17th Street is in the RMX1 zone.  A transition zone is very appropriate for 
this location because the site is centered between a variety of building types. 
 Adjacent to the lot are residential and commercial uses; small single family 
houses and large multiunit complexes, and buildings from a variety of times in 
Boulder’s short history. Stylistically there are an equal variety of styles 
represented within a few lots.  Roger Easton’s  building to the West may be the 
best representation of modern Architecture in Boulder.  This building recently 
won the 25 year award from the Colorado AIA North Chapter.  Roger Easton also 
designed the multiunit buildings across 17th Street to the East. The “brutal” 
circular concrete drive up bank designed by Tom Zimmerman to the north while 
not aesthetically popular is historically significant.  This is the best example of 
this style of architecture in Boulder.  The historic house on the site is of excellent 
architectural quality and there are other equally significant historic houses in 
close proximity.  
 
 Mimicking an historic building with a new adjacent building creates confusion as 
to what is old and what is new.  It also demeans the significance of the style of 
architecture and the context of when it was built. Sometimes contrast can 
accentuate the best of both styles. Victorian detailing spoke to the technology 
and social conditions of the time.  The industrial revolution created a middle class 
and the Goss/Grove neighborhood is an excellent example of this up and coming 
social class.  The invention of lathes and band saws that were affordable to use, 
spurred an aesthetic of “gingerbread” that gave Victorian architecture the cute 
look that we find so endearing.  I believe that architecture should be of the time 
and location and that the clues to be taken from the context need to be deeper 
than style.  
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For “the design to be reasonably compatible with existing development”, it is 
most important for the ally house to be equal or smaller in scale to the existing 
house.  Both houses are under 1,500 square feet.  Both structure are two stories 
tall and have front porches.  However, lifestyles and technology has changed in 
the past one hundred years and the houses differ in their relationship between 
the interiors and the outdoors.  The Victorian house has small windows by todays 
standards and does not try to capture any of the views available. The existing 
house design was not site specific nor was it is designed to be energy efficient. 
The new house is custom designed for this location to take advantage of as 
many positive features the site has to offer.  The roof top terrace is an amenity 
based on health and livability.  At this height the deck will be above much of the 
dust and pollution that is abundant in this neighborhood.  Being next to a dirt 
alley creates significant additional dust that is a significant health issue.  The site 
and landscape design creates small, private gardens.  This site concept is very 
similar to Victorian landscapes with “secret gardens” and stylized garden scenes. 
 
 The West residence addresses the context of the historic house by creating a 
dialog between new and old.  Understanding through architecture what aspects 
of living have changed over time and which have not changed is intellectually 
enlightening.  For example; stucco is popular today because it is a material with a 
low lifecycle cost and needs very little maintenance.  This is in sharp contrast to a 
Victorian house that needs an abundance of maintenance (wood repair and 
painting).  The proportionate cost of labor today is significantly higher than it was 
one hundred years ago. Denying stucco on buildings is denying representation of 
the times.  
 
Our intent is to design and build a beautiful house that is of its place and time.  
While the building is small and located in an alley, it will be designed and detailed 
with skill and care. 
 
Regarding the roof top railing on the south side of the4 building, it is not possible 
to raise the parapet due to bulk plane restraints.  In lieu of raising the parapet we 
are moving the rail to the north so that it is less visible from the alley. 
 
Neither house will be a rental unit and we prefer to let the buyers locate their 
bicycles where they see fit. 
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From: 15th Street Gallery
To: Walbert, Sloane
Subject: 1627 17th Street
Date: Tuesday, February 16, 2016 1:00:26 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Dear Ms. Walbert,

  As the owner of a commercial property at 1708 15th Street, we support the 1627 17th Street non-
conforming use review application being submitted to the City of Boulder by HMH Architecture and

Interiors.  Their plan for restoration of this property and increasing the size of the 2nd home is well
thought out and well designed and would be a positive change to our neighborhood.
 
Thank you,
Stephen Grant
President

15th Street Gallery
 

 
Phone: +1 (303) 447-2841
Email: contact@15thstreetgalleryboulder.com
Website: www.15thstreetgalleryboulder.com
Address: 1708 15th St., Boulder, CO, 80302
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From: Jim Crookston
To: Walbert, Sloane
Subject: HMH Non-Conforming Use Review Application
Date: Tuesday, February 16, 2016 9:47:13 AM

Dear Ms. Walbert,

We are writing a letter in support of the 1627 17th Street Non-Conforming Use Review application being
submitted to the city by HMH Architecture + Interiors.

As residents of the 15th Street Design District we support any improvements to our neighborhood
including restoring this Victorian home. The second home is appropriate and adds additional housing in
downtown Boulder.

We fully support HMH Architecture + Interiors in their effort to improve this property and to enhance
our neighborhood and the greater community.

Sincerely,
Jim and Sue Crookston

Sent from my iPad
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From: Stephen Sparn
To: Walbert, Sloane
Subject: I support 1627 17th
Date: Monday, February 15, 2016 5:01:31 PM
Attachments: FDF34F3E-052C-477B-AE2D-6DB5F236F4B2[1].png

 
February 16, 2016

Sloane Walbert
City of Boulder Planning & Development Services
P.O. Box 791
Boulder, Colorado 80306
walberts@bouldercolorado.gov
 
Hi Sloane,
 
I am writing in support of the 1627 17th Street Non-Conforming Use Review application
being submitted to the city by HMH Architecture + Interiors.  I have viewed the site and
reviewed the  drawings and feel this is a quality project. The FAR of the development is 
virtually the same that currently exists but provides a much needed improvement.
 
As a fellow resident business of the 15th Street Design District I support any well designed
improvement to our neighborhood. I appreciate that the original Victorian home will be
preserved with a well scaled second home added to the property.  This is a quality infill
project and will help to strengthen the downtown Boulder neighborhood fabric and will add
much needed housing downtown. 
 
I urge you and your colleagues to support this project for it will not only be good for this
neighborhood but good for the community as a whole.  
 
Sincerely,
 
Stephen
 
………………………………………………………
Stephen Sparn, AIA 
Principal
 

 
1731 15th Street |Suite 250 | Boulder, CO 80302
303 442 4422 x205 | www.sophersparn.com
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From: Sam Austin
To: Walbert, Sloane
Subject: Support for 1627 16th St.
Date: Friday, February 12, 2016 10:21:41 AM
Attachments: Letter for harvey.pdf

ATT00001.htm

Hi Sloan,
I am very much in support of this project. Please see my official letter attached as a 
pdf.
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February 11, 2016
Ms. Sloane Walbert
City of Boulder Planning & Development Services
P.O. Box 791
Boulder, Colorado 80306
walberts@bouldercolorado.gov
 
Dear Ms. Walbert:
 
It is my pleasure write a letter in support of the 1627 17th Street 
Non-Conforming Use Review application being submitted to the 
city by HMH Architecture + Interiors.


As a fellow resident business of the 15th Street Design District I 
support any well designed improvement to our neighborhood. I 
appreciate that the original Victorian home will be restored to it’s 
original glory. The second home is very appropriate in scale and 
will add much needed housing in downtown Boulder.


In conclusion, I fully support the efforts of HMH Architecture + 
Interiors as they seek to welcome new neighbors and improve 
this blighted property. Any project that helps our neighborhood 
will benefit the community at large.
 
Sincerely,
 
Samuel Austin - Architect
Samuel Austin and Company Architects Inc.
1701 15th Street Unit A
Boulder Colorado 80302
 



mailto:walberts@bouldercolorado.gov

mailto:walberts@bouldercolorado.gov






Samuel Austin
sam@samuelaustin.com
















February 11, 2016
Ms. Sloane Walbert
City of Boulder Planning & Development Services
P.O. Box 791
Boulder, Colorado 80306
walberts@bouldercolorado.gov
 
Dear Ms. Walbert:
 
It is my pleasure write a letter in support of the 1627 17th Street 
Non-Conforming Use Review application being submitted to the 
city by HMH Architecture + Interiors.

As a fellow resident business of the 15th Street Design District I 
support any well designed improvement to our neighborhood. I 
appreciate that the original Victorian home will be restored to it’s 
original glory. The second home is very appropriate in scale and 
will add much needed housing in downtown Boulder.

In conclusion, I fully support the efforts of HMH Architecture + 
Interiors as they seek to welcome new neighbors and improve 
this blighted property. Any project that helps our neighborhood 
will benefit the community at large.
 
Sincerely,
 
Samuel Austin - Architect
Samuel Austin and Company Architects Inc.
1701 15th Street Unit A
Boulder Colorado 80302
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From: Emily Parker
To: Walbert, Sloane
Subject: Letter of Support - 1627 17th Street
Date: Monday, February 15, 2016 5:31:51 PM

February 15, 2016
Ms. Sloane Walbert
City of Boulder Planning & Development Services
P.O. Box 791
Boulder, Colorado 80306
walberts@bouldercolorado.gov
 
Dear Ms. Walbert:
 
It is my pleasure write a letter in support of the 1627 17th Street Non-
Conforming Use Review application being submitted to the city by HMH
Architecture + Interiors.

As a fellow resident business of the 15th Street Design District I support any well
designed improvement to our neighborhood. I appreciate that the original
Victorian home will be restored to it’s original glory. The second home is very
appropriate in scale and will add much needed housing in downtown
Boulder.

In conclusion, I fully support the efforts of HMH Architecture + Interiors as they
seek to welcome new neighbors and improve this blighted property. Any
project that helps our neighborhood will benefit the community at large.
 
Sincerely,

 
Emily Parker
MOSAIC ARCHITECTS + INTERIORS
1701 15th Street unit C  l  Boulder CO 80302
p. 303.247.1100 x.122 l  f. 303.247.1101 
www.mosaicarchitects.com
Vail  l  Boulder  l  San Francisco  l  Santa Barbara l  Napa
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From: Rachel Lee
To: Walbert, Sloane
Subject: In Support Of: 1627 17th Street
Date: Wednesday, February 17, 2016 11:23:14 AM

Dear Ms. Walbert, 

I am writing on behalf of the proposed restoration and new construction at 1627
17th Street in relation to the current Non-Conforming Use Review Application that
has been submitted to the City by HMH Architecture + Interiors. 

I work as an Architect in the 15th Street design district and am very familiar with
the deterioration of Historic houses in the Goss Grove Neighborhood as well as
inappropriate and misused architecture and outbuildings. I feel strongly that we, as
designers, city officials and community members living and working in the City of
Boulder (I am also a resident of Boulder who owns a 1960's home in South
Boulder), should seek to support projects which aim to be sensitive to historic
restoration as well as projects which aim to improve and contribute to our
neighborhood fabric. 

To this end, please add me to this list of supports for this project. I hope its merits
become clear to the reviewing parties and further enhance our diverse community. 

Warmly,
Rachel Lee, Architect
Mosaic Architects + Interiors

-- 

Rachel Lee  l  Architect, AIA, NCARB

MOSAIC ARCHITECTS + INTERIORS

1701 15th Street, Suite C l Boulder CO 80302

p. 303.247.1100 ext. 112 l  f. 303.247.1101 

www.mosaicarchitects.com

Vail  l  Boulder  l  San Francisco l  Santa Barbara l  Napa
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From: Michele Bishop
To: Walbert, Sloane
Cc: "Jeffrey Peacock"; "Deb Crowell"; "Rachael Trinklein"
Subject: Nonconforming Use Review 1627 17th comments
Date: Wednesday, February 17, 2016 5:28:18 PM
Attachments: Goss Grove Reponse to 1627 17th Street Review.pdf

Sloane Walbert,
 
Attached is a letter from the Goss Grove Neighborhood Association (GGNA) in response to the

Nonconforming Use Review application for 1627 17th Street. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity for the neighborhood to provide input.  Please feel free to call me
with any comments or questions about GGNA and these comments.
 
Regards,
 
Michele Bishop
303-545-6283
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February 15, 2016 


Sloane Walbert 
Case Manager 
City of Boulder Planning & Development Services 
 
RE: 1627 17th Street Nonconforming Use Review 


Dear Sloane, 


As representatives of the Goss Grove Neighborhood Association (GGNA) we would like to 
provide you with some comments on the proposed Nonconforming Use Review for 1627 17th St., 
the Rayback property.  This neighborhood has long been involved in efforts to provide a safe, 
comfortable, quite, friendly, and varied place to live.  Some of that concern has focused on 
architectural compatibility in both scale and style of new and remodeled buildings that are 
proposed.  The other major ongoing concern that would relate to this proposal has been the 
issues surrounding parking.  Please note that this neighborhood has a parking district consisting 
of 2 hour non-permitted street parking.  Most residents in this area do not have off-street parking 
so that the street parking is full most of the time.  1627 17th Street has room for 2 cars on the 
street along the frontage and there is no parking on the west side of 17th from there North to 
Canyon Blvd.  


At a recent neighborhood meeting, 15 neighbors discussed and then prioritized their concerns 
with respect to the potential changes at the subject property.  The results indicate the following 
priorities with respect to the property: 


1. Architectural Style and the provision of Onsite Parking were the most important issues 
for this property followed closely by building Height.   


2. The next cluster of concerns were in the categories of Compatibility with Surrounding 
Buildings and Historical Preservation along with the overall Building Mass.   


3. Finally, there was a lot of discussion about the hoped for preservation of the large 
Hackberry tree that is located on the alley in the front yard of the historic home. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Nonconforming Use Review for 1627 17th.  
The GGNA Board members are available to address any comments or questions you have. 


Regards, 


Jeffrey Peacock, Michele Bishop, Deb Crowell, Rachael Trinklein 







February 15, 2016 

Sloane Walbert 
Case Manager 
City of Boulder Planning & Development Services 
 
RE: 1627 17th Street Nonconforming Use Review 

Dear Sloane, 

As representatives of the Goss Grove Neighborhood Association (GGNA) we would like to 
provide you with some comments on the proposed Nonconforming Use Review for 1627 17th St., 
the Rayback property.  This neighborhood has long been involved in efforts to provide a safe, 
comfortable, quite, friendly, and varied place to live.  Some of that concern has focused on 
architectural compatibility in both scale and style of new and remodeled buildings that are 
proposed.  The other major ongoing concern that would relate to this proposal has been the 
issues surrounding parking.  Please note that this neighborhood has a parking district consisting 
of 2 hour non-permitted street parking.  Most residents in this area do not have off-street parking 
so that the street parking is full most of the time.  1627 17th Street has room for 2 cars on the 
street along the frontage and there is no parking on the west side of 17th from there North to 
Canyon Blvd.  

At a recent neighborhood meeting, 15 neighbors discussed and then prioritized their concerns 
with respect to the potential changes at the subject property.  The results indicate the following 
priorities with respect to the property: 

1. Architectural Style and the provision of Onsite Parking were the most important issues 
for this property followed closely by building Height.   

2. The next cluster of concerns were in the categories of Compatibility with Surrounding 
Buildings and Historical Preservation along with the overall Building Mass.   

3. Finally, there was a lot of discussion about the hoped for preservation of the large 
Hackberry tree that is located on the alley in the front yard of the historic home. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Nonconforming Use Review for 1627 17th.  
The GGNA Board members are available to address any comments or questions you have. 

Regards, 

Jeffrey Peacock, Michele Bishop, Deb Crowell, Rachael Trinklein 

Agenda Item 4A     Page 39 of 43



From: Jeffrey Peacock
To: mbishop@indra.com; Walbert, Sloane
Cc: debcrowell@live.com; rachaeltrinklein@gmail.com
Subject: Re: Nonconforming Use Review 1627 17th comments
Date: Wednesday, February 17, 2016 6:33:10 PM

Nicely written. I'm still in Florida but back later this week.  Hope the comment does some good. Jeffrey

Jeffrey Peacock

jeffrey.peacock@aol.com

-----Original Message-----

From: Michele Bishop <mbishop@indra.com>

To: walberts <walberts@bouldercolorado.gov>

Cc: 'Jeffrey Peacock' <jeffrey.peacock@aol.com>; 'Deb Crowell' <debcrowell@live.com>; 'Rachael

Trinklein' <rachaeltrinklein@gmail.com>

Sent: Wed, Feb 17, 2016 5:28 pm

Subject: Nonconforming Use Review 1627 17th comments

Sloane Walbert,
 
Attached is a letter from the Goss Grove Neighborhood Association (GGNA) in response to the

Nonconforming Use Review application for 1627 17th Street. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity for the neighborhood to provide input.  Please feel free to call me
with any comments or questions about GGNA and these comments.
 
Regards,
 
Michele Bishop
303-545-6283
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From: Kirsten Frysinger
To: Walbert, Sloane
Subject: Support for Non-Conforming Use Review
Date: Monday, February 29, 2016 10:04:11 AM

Dear Ms. Walbert:

 

I'm sending this email in support of the 1627 17th Street Non-Conforming Use
Review application being submitted to the city by HMH Architecture + Interiors. Mark
Bloomfield, Principal at Sustainably Built, also supports this.

 

As a fellow resident business of the 15th Street Design District I support any well
designed improvement to our neighborhood. I appreciate that the original Victorian
home will be restored to it’s original glory. The second home is very appropriate in
scale and will add much needed housing in downtown Boulder.

 

In conclusion, both Mark and I fully support the efforts of HMH Architecture +
Interiors as they seek to welcome new neighbors and improve this blighted property.
Any project that helps our neighborhood will benefit the community at large.

Best Regards,

Kirsten Frysinger

Office Manager & Project Manager

Sustainably Built, LLC

kirsten@sustainablybuilt.com

303-447-0237 x107
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MEMORANDUM  
 

TO: Planning Board  
FROM: Elaine McLaughlin, Case Manager 
DATE: April 28, 2016 
SUBJECT:    Call Up Item: Site Review Amendment: Redevelopment of 

a vacant lot, formerly occupied by a Dairy Queen 
restaurant at 2333 Arapahoe Ave. Proposed is a 7,186 
square foot dormitory for Naropa University within the BT-2 
(Business Transition – 2) zoning district, with a 0.47 FAR 
where 0.50 FAR is permitted; and a 22 percent parking 
reduction. 

ADDRESS:   2333 Arapahoe 
PROJECT NAME: 2333 Arapahoe / Naropa Dorms 
CASE NO:   LUR2015-00076   

     
Background 
 
The location is near the corner of Folsom and Arapahoe and within the western edge of the Boulder Valley Regional Center. Prior to 
the demolition of the original building on the site, it had been a Dairy Queen fast food restaurant since the 1970s.   A Site and Use 
Review were approved for this site in 2009 for a retail/office and restaurant space. Because of the national economic recession, the 
project was not completed and the approvals expired.  The applicant subsequently requested a renewal of that approval through 
Planning Board in 2012, and has also received staff level extensions for one year expiring in Nov. 2016.  Since that time, the applicant 
modified plans for the site to instead propose a dormitory to serve the Naropa University that is located approximately two blocks west 
of the site.   
 
Proposed Project 
 
The planned 7,186 square foot, 
28-bed dormitory has a ground floor 
common area with a community 
kitchen and laundry. There’s a small 
contemplative outdoor space located 
in the northwest corner of the site 
plan along with a rooftop deck on the 
southeast side of the building and 
linear decks along the east side of 
the building.  Refer to Figure 1, Site 
Plan. 
 
Access is permitted in a right-
in/right/out configuration from 
Arapahoe Avenue via the existing 
public access easement that also 
extends through the planned access 
from Folsom Street.  

Figure 1: Site Plan 
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Figure 3: Photos of 

Site and Surroundings 

Folsom Avenue  

Folsom Street  

 
Site 

 
 Restaurant Northeast of Site  

 
 

Arap. 
Avenue 

Folsom Street  

 
Site 

Arapahoe Avenue  

 
Site 

Figure 2:  Existing Vacant Site (left) and Photo of Former Dairy Queen on the Site (right) 

Restaurant west of Site 
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Figure 4: Before (above) and After Perspective Looking Southeast  Figure 5: Before (above) and After Perspective Looking Northwest from Arapahoe Avenue at Folsom Street 
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Analysis 
The 28-bed dormitory is equivalent to nine dwelling units and the parking requirement is based on two spaces per three occupants (or 
18 spaces in this case). The applicant is requesting a parking reduction to 14 motor vehicle parking spaces given the transit rich 
context and proximity to the Naropa campus. The building is proposed to be placed adjacent to Arapahoe Avenue with parking “tucked” 
into the “L-shaped” building on the east side.   The Design Advisory Board reviewed the project plans on October 7, 2015 and gave 
suggestions regarding building form and material which the applicant implemented.  
 
It is important to note that initially the applicant configured the building similar to the 
originally approved retail building: essentially a long, narrow building on the west portion 
of the property with parking aligning the east side, visible from Arapahoe Avenue. 
Because of the difference in use of the building, staff recommended the applicant 
reconfigure the building to more of an “L-shape” to allow greater street presence for the 
building, with the parking tucked behind the front portion of the building. The uses along 
Arapahoe Avenue on the first floor are active “community space” of the gathering space 
and kitchen area.  The applicant also initially proposed a building with the primary finish 
material being white stucco. Staff and BDAB both noted that the building’s appearance 
would be stronger with a different material and less stucco. 
 
A condition of approval was also added for pre-wiring the roof for solar and to provide for two electric vehicle charging stations on the 
site to assist with meeting energy efficiency standards. 
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The parking reduction of 22 percent is considered consistent 
with the Site Review criteria in that the property uniquely 
located to a number of services and amenities including retail, 
medical offices, restaurants and nearby access to the Boulder 
Creek Multi-Use Path.  There’s also a significant number of 
bus stops in the immediate area.  Refer to the RTD bus map 
of Figure 8. As can be noted, there are approximately 19 bus 
stops within a ¼ mile radius of the site for both regional and 
local bus service including the Jump, the Hop, the Bolt, the 
205, 206, the HX and the S.  

 
Alternatives to the automobile are being promoted through a Transportation Demand Management Plan, installation of 
bike racks, covered bike storage, as well as the provision of pedestrian connections to existing walkways that provide 
walking distance access to both Naropa University and the surrounding services and amenities.   

 
Public Comment. Required public notice was given in the form of written notification mailed to all property owners within 600 
feet of the subject property and a sign posted on the property for at least 10 days. All notice requirements of section 9-4-3, 
“Public Notice Requirements,” B.R.C. 1981 have been met. Staff received one phone call regarding the case, from the property 
owner to the north who indicated concern that there would still be pedestrian access from their property to the site; to which the 
applicant agreed to provide a pedestrian connection to the property to the north. 
 
Conclusion.  The proposal was approved by staff on April 29, 2016 and the decision may be called up before Planning Board 
on or before May 13, 2016 There are two Planning Board hearings scheduled during the required 14 day call-up period on  
May 5, 2016 and May 12, 2016. Questions about the project or decision should be directed to the Case Manager, Elaine 
McLaughlin at (303) 441-4130 or at the following email address:mclaughline@bouldercolorado.gov. 
 
 
Attachments 
 
A.  Signed Disposition 
B. Project Plans 
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ATTACHMENT A: Signed Disposition 
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2333 ARAPAHOE

SR-1
Title Sheet2333 ARAPAHOE

BOULDER, COLORADO

2560 28th Street #200
Boulder, Colorado

p: 303-442-3351
f : 303-447-3933

coburnpartners.com

SHEET No.

SITE REVIEW AMENDMENT

4.11.2016

2333 ARAPAHOE
AMENDMENT TO AN APPROVED SITE PLAN

LUR2015-00076

DRAWING INDEX

SITE PLANS
SR-1 TITLE SHEET
SR-2 SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN
SR-3 OPEN SPACE / EASEMENTS / SOLAR
SR-4 SOLAR ANALYSIS
SR-5 SOLAR ANALYSIS

ARCHITECTURAL PLANS
AR-1 GROUND FLOOR PLAN
AR-2 SECOND FLOOR PLAN
AR-3 THIRD FLOOR PLAN
AR-4 ROOF PLAN
AR-5 ELEVATIONS
AR-6 ELEVATIONS
AR-7 ARCHITECTURAL DETAILS

LANDSCAPE PLANS
L-1 LANDSCAPE PLAN
L-2 LANDSCAPE DETAILS

PROJECT TEAM

ARCHITECT
COBURN ARCHITECTURE
2560 28TH STREET #200
BOULDER, CO 80301
P: 303.442.3351
F: 303.447.3933

CIVIL ENGINEER
ENTITLEMENT & ENGINEERING SOLUTIONS, INC.
518 17TH STREET
DENVER, CO 80202
P: 303.572.7997

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT
CHRISTOPHER HOY DESIGN GROUP
3002 WALNUT STREET
DENVER, CO 80205
P: 303.451.7986

PROJECT INFORMATION

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

AMENDMENT TO APPROVED SITE PLAN PER
LUR2012-00022, PROPOSING NEW 3-STORY,
7,186 SF DORMITORY BUILDING WITH 28 BEDS.

OWNER

2333 ARAPAHOE, LLC
4551 13TH STREET, UNIT A
BOULDER, CO 80304

APPLICANT

COBURN ARCHITECTURE
2560 28TH STREET #200
BOULDER, CO 80301

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

A PORTION OF BLOCK 20, CULVER'S
SUBDIVISION, LOCATED IN THE SOUTHEAST
QUARTER OF SECTION 30, TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH,
RANGE 70 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M., CITY OF
BOULDER, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF
COLORADO.

 1" = 200'-0"
1

Vicinity Map
N
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SOLAR ACCESS AREA II

E
5333.75'

A
5335.33'

B
5335.33'

F

C
5335.33'

D
5335.33'

K
5333.75'
J

I
5333.75'

G H
M

5326.52'
L

N
5326.25'

O
5326.25'

P
5326.25'

Q
5326.25'

PASSIVE RECREATIONAL
AMENITIES PROPOSED:

TABLES, BENCHES & PLANTERS

PEDESTRIAN WAY [...] DESIGNED FOR THE
SPECIFIC USE AND ENJOYMENT OF THE
RESIDENTS [...] AT LEAST TWICE AS WIDE

AS THE MINIMUM WIDTH REQUIRED BY
CHAPTER 10-5, "BUILDING CODE"

VISUALLY CONNECTED
TO THE OUTSIDE

PHYSICALLY CONNECTED
TO THE OUTSIDE

VISUALLY CONNECTED
TO THE OUTSIDE

ALL NOTES PER
B.R.C. 9-9-11(f)(2)

E

E

E

E

ACCESS EASEMENT
REC# 2935399

ACCESS EASEMENT
REC# 2935400

ACCESS EASEMENT
REC# 2935401

ACCESS EASEMENT
REC# 2935401

UTILITY EASEMENT
REC# 2935403

 1" = 20'-0"
1

Open Space Diagram - Site Based
N

SR-3
Site Diagrams2333 ARAPAHOE

BOULDER, COLORADO

2560 28th Street #200
Boulder, Colorado

p: 303-442-3351
f : 303-447-3933

coburnpartners.com

SHEET No.

SITE REVIEW AMENDMENT

3.22.2016

OPEN SPACE ANALYSIS

OPEN SPACE REQUIRED:

   600 SF OF OPEN SPACE PER DWELLING UNIT

   OCCUPANCY EQUIVALENT FOR DORMITORIES: 3:1

   28 BEDS / 3 = 9.33 DU (ROUNDED TO 9 DU

   600 SF x 9 DU = 5,400 SF

OPEN SPACE PROVIDED:

5,400 SF

5,425 SF

 1" = 20'-0"
4

Solar Access Study
N

 1" = 20'-0"
2

Open Space Diagram - Building
N

First Floor:
Pedestrian Way

(per B.R.C. 9-9-11(f)(2))

Second Floor:
Balconies

(per B.R.C. 9-9-11(f)(1))

Third Floor:
Roof Deck & Balconies
(per B.R.C. 9-9-11(f)(1))

LANDSCAPED AREAS:

PAVED AREAS / ENTRY PORCH

WITHIN ACCESS EASEMENTS*:

WITHIN UTILITY EASEMENT:

BUILDING - PEDESTRIAN WAY**:

BUILDING - BALCONIES/DECKS***:

1,469 SF

 1,248 SF

540 SF

278 SF

629 SF

1,261 SF

* 10% OF TOTAL REQUIRED OPEN SPACE

** PURSUANT TO B.R.C. 9-9-11 (f) (2)

*** PURSUANT TO B.R.C. 9-9-11 (f) (1)

 1" = 20'-0"
3

Easement Diagram
N

SOLAR ANALYSIS WORKSHEET

PROPERTY ZONE DISTRICT:

ZONE DISTRICT ADJACENT TO THE NORTH:

SOLAR ACCESS AREA II

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

I

J

K

L

M

N

O

P

Q

5335.33'

5335.33'

5335.33'

5335.33'

5333.75'

5333.75'

5333.75'

5333.75'

5333.75'

5333.75'

5333.75'

5326.52'

5326.52'

5326.52'

5326.52'

5326.52'

5326.52'

ELEVATION

OF ROOF

ELEMENT

ELEVATION OF

GRADE AT

PROPERTY LINE

10:00 AM

5301.25'

5300.50'

5300.50'

5301.00'

5300.75'

5300.25'

5301.00'

5300.50'

5301.00'

5301.00'

5300.75'

5300.25'

5300.00'

5300.75'

5301.00'

5300.00'

5300.50'

2:00 PM

5299.75'

5299.75'

5299.75'

5299.50'

5299.75'

5299.75'

5299.75'

5299.75'

5299.50'

5299.50'

5299.50'

5299.75'

5299.75'

5299.50'

5299.50'

5299.25'

5299.25'

RELATIVE HEIGHT

OF ROOF

ELEMENT

10:00 AM

34.1'

34.8'

34.8'

34.3'

33.0'

33.5'

32.8'

33.3'

33.8'

32.8'

33.0'

26.3'

26.5'

25.8'

25.5'

26.5'

26.0'

2:00 PM

35.6'

35.6'

35.6'

35.8'

34.0'

34.0'

34.0'

34.0'

34.3'

34.3'

34.3'

26.8'

26.8'

27.0'

27.0'

27.3'

27.3'

LENGTH OF

SHADOW

10:00 AM

24.1'

26.0'

26.0'

24.6'

21.2'

22.5'

20.7'

22.0'

23.3'

20.7'

21.2'

3.4'

4.0'

2.1'

1.3'

4.0'

2.6'

2:00 PM

28.1'

28.1'

28.1'

28.6'

23.8'

23.8'

23.8'

23.8'

24.6'

24.6'

24.6'

4.8'

4.8'

5.3'

5.3'

6.1'

6.1'

ROOF

ELEMENT

BT-2

RH-2

(PROTECTED BY 25 FT SOLAR FENCE)

4.11.2016
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AR-7
Architectural Details2333 ARAPAHOE

BOULDER, COLORADO

2560 28th Street #200
Boulder, Colorado

p: 303-442-3351
f : 303-447-3933

coburnpartners.com

SHEET No.

SITE REVIEW AMENDMENT

3.22.2016

No Scale
1

Material Vignettes

STACK BOND GROUND FACE CMU
(ILLUSTRATIVE OF INTENT - ACTUAL BLOCK AND MORTAR COLOR TBD)

WOOD RAINSCREEN SIDING
(ILLUSTRATIVE OF INTENT - ACTUAL MATERIAL TBD)

METAL PANEL SIDING
(ILLUSTRATIVE OF INTENT - ACTUAL COLOR & PATTERN TBD)

STOREFRONT WINDOW / CMU DETAIL
(ILLUSTRATIVE OF INTENT - ACTUAL CONSTRUCTION DETAIL TBD)

STOREFRONT WINDOW / WOOD SIDING DETAIL
(ILLUSTRATIVE OF INTENT - ACTUAL CONSTRUCTION DETAIL TBD)

FIBERGLASS WINDOW / METAL PANEL SIDING DETAIL
(ILLUSTRATIVE OF INTENT - ACTUAL CONSTRUCTION DETAIL TBD)

No Scale
2

Window Details

TYPICAL VINYL SLIDER WINDOW
(NOT PROPOSED FOR THIS PROJECT)

TYPICAL FIBERGLASS SLIDER WINDOW
(ILLUSTRATIVE OF INTENT - ACTUAL MODEL AND COLOR TBD)

No Scale
3

Window Comparison

4.11.2016
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I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
 

C I T Y  O F  B O U L D E R 
PLANNING BOARD AGENDA ITEM 

MEETING DATE: May 5, 2016 
 

 
AGENDA TITLE:  CONCEPT PLAN & REVIEW – Proposal for a three story, 120-room Holiday Inn Express 
Hotel.  Case no. LUR2016-00012 located at 3365 Diagonal Highway 
 
Applicant:  Nathan Anderson 
Developer: Boulder Lodging Group LLC 

 
 
REQUESTING DEPARTMENT: 
Community Planning & Sustainability  
David Driskell, Executive Director  
Susan Richstone, Deputy Director  
Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager: Land Use 
Elaine McLaughlin, Senior Planner 

 
 
 
  

 
 
OBJECTIVE: 
1.   Hear applicant and staff presentations 
2.   Hold public hearing 
3.   Planning Board discussion of Concept Plan. No action is required by Planning Board. 

 
SUMMARY:  CONCEPT PLAN & REVIEW - Proposal for a three story, 120-room Holiday Inn 

Express Hotel with a total of 54,510 square feet, indoor pool, exercise room, meeting 
space with 122 surface parking spaces and an addition 78 below grade parking 
spaces.  Reviewed under case no. LUR2016-00012 

Project Name:  Holiday Inn Express 
Location:  3365 Diagonal Highway 
Size of Tract:  2.32 acres 

Zoning:    Business Transition-1 (BT-1) 
Comprehensive Plan: Transitional Business 
Key Issues:   Staff is recommending three key issues for discussion of the Concept Plan:  

 Consistency with the BVCP (per Concept Plan Review Criteria); 

 Concept Plan responsiveness to City “Edge and Entryway” Design Considerations 
 
 

The vacant 2.32 acre property was annexed and zoned Transitional Business in 1981.  In 2014, the site was 
approved by the Planning Board for a Kum and Go Gas Station. The applicant for that proposal has since 
decided to not pursue that plan.  Until recently the now vacant site had formerly contained a towing company, 
auto repair shop and a service station that included dilapidated and vacant buildings, outdoor storage of 
inoperable vehicles and auto parts, and a large, unmaintained surface parking lot with six access points. See 
Figure 1 for an aerial image of the existing site. 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

Figure 1:  Regional Location Figure 2:  Site Vicinity 

Figure 3:  Proposed Site Plan  
 

Figure 4: Concept Sketch Looking Northwest 
 

 
 

The Concept Plan consists of a 
54,510 square foot Holiday Inn 
Express Hotel with surface and 
below-grade parking along with 
several on-site amenities including 
an indoor pool and fitness area; 
meeting space; and a breakfast 
room. There are 120 hotel rooms 
proposed in a three story building 
configured in an “L” shape. A 
concept sketch is shown below.  
While materials weren’t specified 
in the application, the exterior 
materials on the hotel appear to 
consist of horizontal siding and 
colored stucco. 
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Figure 5: Site Looking West 
 

 
 
 

(g) Guidelines for Review and Comment: The following guidelines will be used to guide the planning board's 
discussion regarding the site. It is anticipated that issues other than those listed in this section will be identified 
as part of the concept plan review and comment process. The Planning Board may consider the following 
guidelines when providing comments on a concept plan: 

(1) Characteristics of the site and surrounding areas, including, without limitation, its location, surrounding 
neighborhoods, development and architecture, any known natural features of the site including, without 
limitation, mature trees, watercourses, hills, depressions, steep slopes and prominent views to and from the site; 

Existing Site.  As shown in the aerial the site is located on the northeast side of the main part of the city, in a 
prominent location and entryway from southbound Highway 119, the Diagonal Highway into the city and exiting 
the city.  The site is flanked on both the east and west by the separated highway, as well as an access ramp on 
the north side of the site to the highway and Independence Road on the north side of the site.  An elevated and 
bermed portion of 47th Street also flanks a portion of the western side of the site. From the east side of the site, 
views of the Flatirons can be seen.   
 
The immediate area surrounding the subject site can be described as an eclectic mix of land uses, and serves 
as somewhat of a transition from residential to Open Space. The Diagonal Highway is a state highway. Across 
Diagonal Highway to the east are two large unincorporated parcels owned by the City of Boulder. To the 
southeast is the Boulder Emergency Squad and a medical office building. To the north of the site is a large, 
vacant parcel also zoned BT-1, and to the west across 47th Street and the Diagonal Highway off-ramp is the 
Boulder Jewish Community Foundation property and City of Boulder Pleasant View Ball Fields Sports Complex. 
Hayden Lake to the east is a man-made reservoir which is owned by Boulder & Left Hand Ditch Company 
where water is stored and then released later in the season into Boulder & Left Hand Ditch.  A trailhead for the 
Cottonwood Trail east of Highway 119 is located on the north side of Hayden Lake. The property directly north 
is undeveloped. The area to the northwest of the subject site, is zoned RH-4 (Residential High – 4) with the low 
and medium density residential developments of Northfield Village and the Four Mile Creek neighborhoods.  
 
The site’s location makes it a highly visible gateway into the Boulder city limits. There are no natural features on 
this site with the exception of several trees located at the southwest corner of the site. The site is shown below 
in Figure 5, the buildings on the site have since been demolished.   Figures 6a through 6d illustrate views of the 
site approaching the site from the Diagonal Highway.  Figure 7 presents images of the surrounding context 
keyed to an aerial photo. 
 
  

III.  CONCEPT PLAN REVIEW AND COMMENT per Section 9-2-13 
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Fig. 6a: Site approaching from the north 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 6b: Site adjacent to Diagonal Highway 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 6c: Site from intersection of 47th & Diagonal 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 56d:  View limitations from Site to Flatirons at 
47th  
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Figure 7:  Photos of Site Surrounding Context 
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Also located nearby is the Boulder Municipal Airport and the subject property is located within an Airport 
Influence Zone (AIZ) Zone 2, as shown in Figure 8, and would be required to comply with the Land Use Code 
section 9-3-10(e) for the AIZ zone 2 which is defined as and area where, 

 
An avigation easement may be required as a condition of obtaining a new building permit, and all new utility lines 
will be placed underground. No new residential use is permitted, including nursing homes, group homes, 
congregate care facilities, group care facilities, and residential care facilities. Schools, hospitals, churches, 
libraries, hotels/motels, and day care facilities will be permitted only if permitted by the underlying zoning and 
determined to be situated and designed in a manner that alleviates safety concerns. All applications for 
development will be submitted to the Airport Manager for review and comment. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

  Figure 8:  
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(2)  Community policy considerations including, without limitation, the review process and likely 
conformity of the proposed development with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan and 
other ordinances, goals, policies, and plans, including, without limitation, sub-community and 
sub-area plans; 

The site is designated under the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) as “Transitional 
Business” land use defined as:  
 

“along certain major streets of the valley. These are areas usually zoned for less intensive business 

uses than in the General Business areas, and they often provide a transition to residential areas.”   The 
zoning on the site is consistent with the BVCP Land Use and is zoned Business Transition – 1 
(BT-1) defined as, ““Transitional business areas which generally buffer a residential area from a major 

street and are primarily used for commercial and complementary residential uses, including, without 

limitation, temporary lodging and office uses” (section 9-5-2(c)(2)(E)” 
 
The BVCP policies help to inform development on this site.  In particular, it is important to note that the 
site is considered a community edge and entryway and would need to be consistent with policy 2.05 as 
follows:  
 

2.05 Design of Community Edges and Entryways 
Well-defined edges and entryways for the city are important because they support an understanding and appreciation 
of the city’s image, emphasize and preserve its natural setting, and create a clear sense of arrival and departure. 
Natural feature are most effective as edges, but public open land, major roadways or heavy tree planting can also 
function as community edges. As new areas are developed, the definition of a community edge will be a design priority. 
Major entryways into the Boulder Valley will be identified, protected and enhanced. 
 

The applicant would need to provide greater information on how to establish a feature that would 
establish an “effective” edge as is recommended in the policy.  Today, just the roadway establishes the 
site as an edge. The previous site review approval on the site established a unique and iconic 
architectural style on the site along with tree plantings. 

Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) Land Use Designation.  As shown in the map below, the 
property is located in the Transitional Business land use designation, which is defined in the BVCP as 
“areas usually zoned for less intensive business uses than in the General Business areas, and they 
often provide a transition to residential areas.”  The 2010 BVCP can be found here.  
 
Zoning Designation.  The site is zoned Business Transitional-1 (BT-1) and is adjacent to other properties zoned 
BT-1 to the north and south and unincorporated Boulder County parcels to the east and west.  There are also 
high-density residential and industrial areas to the south of the subject site.  Refer to the zoning map below.  
Per the Land Use Code section 9-5-2(c)(2)(E), B.R.C. 1981, the BT-1 zone district is defined as:  
 

“Transitional business areas which generally buffer a residential area from a major street and 
are primarily used for commercial and complementary residential uses, including, without 
limitation, temporary lodging and office uses.”  

Other Relevant BVCP Policies: The following policies have been identified by staff as relevant to the review of 
the proposed project when it moves into Site Review and other policies may be identified at the time of Site 
Review: 

2.14 Mix of Complementary Land Uses 
2.30 Sensitive Infill and Redevelopment 
2.34 Importance of Street Trees and Streetscapes 
2.35 Outdoor Lighting/Light Pollution 
2.37 Enhanced Design for Private Sector Projects 
5.03 Diverse Mix of Uses and Business Types  
5.04 Vital and Productive Retail Base 
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6.03 Congestion 
 

At the time of Site Review the applicant must demonstrate compliance with all applicable Site Review criteria 
found in section 9-2-14(h)(F), “Building Design, Livability and Relationship to the Existing and Proposed 
Surrounding Area,” B.R.C., 1981.  If moving forward with a Site Review application, consideration should be 
given to the following with regard to site and building design: 
 

 Emphasis on high quality  architecture and screen plantings 

 An emphasis on permeability and safely and efficiently moving pedestrians through and around 
the site; 

 Activate the west façade to add transparency to the building and designing screening for 
service equipment, dumpsters, or any other back-of-building elements as an integral part of the 
overall design; 

 Optimizing the arrangement of open space / landscaped area and minimizing the overall visual 
impact of the hotel, including providing significant  screening of the parking through 
landscaping and other site design techniques; 

 Treatment of the multi-use path along the north property line and preserving the opportunity for 
connectivity between Kalmia and Independence Rd. as shown on the Transportation Master 
Plan. 

 Building efficiency  
 
 (3)  Applicable criteria, review procedures, and submission requirements for a site review; 

 Site Review Criteria of the Land Use Code section 9-2-14(f), B.R.C. found here. 
 

 Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan policies  
 

 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan consistent with section 2.03(I) of the DCS and 
section 9-2-14(h)(2)(D)(iv) and (v) of the Boulder Revised Code (BRC) which outlines strategies to 
mitigate traffic impacts created by the proposed development and implementable measures for 
promoting alternate modes of travel. 
 

 (4)  Permits that may need to be obtained and processes that may need to be completed prior to, 
concurrent with, or subsequent to site review approval;  

Assuming the applicant pursues a Site Review application after Concept Plan, other types of permits 
may be necessary as the project plans progress:  

 Technical Document for final plans (i.e. landscape, irrigation, architecture, lighting, transportation 
and engineering) 

 A CDOT access permit must be reviewed and approved through a separate Technical 
Document Review process.   

(5)  Opportunities and constraints in relation to the transportation system, including, without 
limitation, access, linkage, signalization, signage, and circulation, existing transportation 
system capacity problems serving the requirements of the transportation master plan, possible 
trail links, and the possible need for a traffic or transportation study; 

   
The site is situated with State Highway 119 (Diagonal Highway), 47th Street and Independence Road along with 
highway access lanes surrounding property.  The site is challenged by the lack of close proximity to transit 
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stops. As shown below, there are existing bus routes along the Diagonal Highway including the BOLT and the 
“J.”  However, as indicated on the map, there is one bus stop located within one-quarter mile of the site for 
north bound BOLT route only.  The City recently completed a project which added buffered bike lanes on the 
Diagonal Highway between 47th Street and Independence Road.  In addition, given that the applicant is 
proposing a parking reduction, the challenge will be the preparation of a Transportation Demand Management 
plan without the benefit of transit services into the City conveniently close to the site.    
 
(6)  Environmental opportunities and constraints including, without limitation, the identification of 

wetlands, important view corridors, floodplains and other natural hazards, wildlife corridors, 
endangered and protected species and habitats, the need for further biological inventories of 
the site and at what point in the process the information will be necessary; 

Environmental Opportunities:  The site has broad views of the mountains to the west.  To the extent possible, 
views could be captured and preserved through careful site design and building orientation.  In addition, the 
size of the subject site is over two acres, which presents opportunities for creative landscaping and open space 
particularly related to stormwater runoff quality. The applicant must also consider various green building 
technologies and other forms of on-site alternative energy such as rooftop solar to meet the rigorous City of 
Boulder energy efficiency standards equivalent to the International Energy Efficiency Code 2012 plus  
30 percent greater efficiency.  

Environmental Constraints:  The site has minimal vegetation, but does contain a number of mature deciduous 
trees to the south of the existing buildings. Additional information is required to determine whether the existing 
trees should be preserved.  At the time of Site Review, it will be necessary to submit a tree inventory that 
includes the location, size, species and general health of all trees with a diameter of six inches and over 
measured fifty-four inches above the ground on the property or in the landscape setback of any property 
adjacent to the development.  

(7)  Appropriate ranges of land uses (KEY ISSUE #1) 
 

Given that the former use of the site for decades was a gas station and auto repair area and given the site’s 
proximity to several major roadways, the proposed redevelopment of the site as visitor serving retail could be 
an appropriate use.  Diagonal Highway is heavily used by commuters to and from Longmont and other areas to 
the north of Boulder, and the subject site provides a logical refueling place for commuters entering or leaving 
the city.  In addition to the site’s enclosure by three roadways and the variety of nearby uses, the undeveloped 
property to the north of the subject site is also zoned BT-1 and thus will likely be developed with complimentary 
uses in the future.  The caveat to this is the proximity to the Boulder Municipal Airport that presents challenges 
for various types of uses. Refer to the comment letter from the manager of the Boulder Municipal Airport in 
Attachment A who has plan review jurisdiction on plans within the Airport Master Plan area.   
 
The existing Transitional Business zoning supports a mix of uses as the intent in the zoning is to provide a 
transition between business and residential uses.  This site is unique and differs from most sites in the 
Transitional Business zone in that there’s little in the way of a built context surrounding the site with the 
exception of the highway. Typically, transitional business exists where there is a change in zoning from 
commercial or business uses and residential.  The intent is to buffer the residential.  The closest residential to 
this site, is ¼ to ½ mile away, as is the nearest business or office buildings.  Therefore, while the existing 
zoning is intended to create a transition, there’s little in the way of land use to transition to or from.   However, 
the BT-1 zoning has been utilized for hotel/motels in the City as well. Shown below are the ¼ to ½ mile 
distances surrounding the center of the site.  As is noted, there’s little in the way of walkable proximity to 
services or employment as shown in Figure 9: that illustrates walking distances from the site.   
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(8)  The appropriateness of or necessity for housing.  
 

While there is no housing associated with the Concept Plan proposal, there is an on-going need for residential 
within the city of Boulder. The property directly north of the site presented a Concept Plan for residential and 
input derived from the plan at the time noted that while there is demand for residential, the location between 
highways was not optimal for full-time residential uses.  It was noted at the time that visitor serving retail such 
as a hotel or motel may be acceptable in the location.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
In past Concept Plan and Site Reviews for the site, reference has been made to the site being a ‘”gateway” or 
at an “entryway” to the city as defined in BVCP Policy 2.05.  This is evident in Figure 10, the aerial photo,  
as well as comparisons of “before” and “after” with images of the proposal onto the existing site in Figures 11 

KEY ISSUE 2:  Does the Concept Plan respond to the Design of the Community Edge and Entryway context? 
 
 

Figure 9:  Walking Distances from the Site 
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and 12.  As can be seen, the site is not only an “edge” or “entryway” into the main part of the city, but also is in 
the foreground of significant views from Highway 119 of the Flatirons.  
 

2.05 Design of Community Edges and Entryways 
Well-defined edges and entryways for the city are important because they support an understanding 
and appreciation of the city’s image, emphasize and preserve its natural setting, and create a clear 
sense of arrival and departure. Natural feature are most effective as edges, but public open land, major 
roadways or heavy tree planting can also function as community edges. As new areas are developed, 
the definition of a community edge will be a design priority. Major entryways into the Boulder Valley will 
be identified, protected and enhanced. 

 
As shown in the “before and after” images of Figures 11 and 12, staff utilized a photo simulation as a means to 
evaluate the buildings massing and the change in the viewshed based upon the single perspective sketch that 
was provided as a part of the Concept Plan application.  While the simulation was done only by superimposing 
the sketch onto a photo (less precise than a digital model such as SketchUp could produce) it is evident that the 
viewshed approaching the city is a highly visible location and one that is essentially a “foreground” to entry into 
the city. The viewshed would be distinctly different with the placement of a three story hotel in this location.   
 
Because of the high visibility of this site from Highway 119, the development plans would need to make a 
strong statement for design excellence.  In the previous Concept Plan on the site that resulted in an approved 
Site Review, emphasis was placed on the unique gateway context and that process drove a somewhat iconic 
yet understated building design that deferred to the Flatiron views.  Similarly, in the Concept Plan discussions 
for the adjacent property to the north, suggestions included emphasis on vegetative screening and iconic 
landscaping. 
 
As currently configured, there are parking areas that are shown to abut northbound Highway 119. While 
typically such an approach could provide a buffer for the buildings for the living/working areas of the site from a 
highway, in this case, surface parking lots would be a strong design response to the “entryway” context.  Much 
of the parking on the site is proposed to be below grade, staff would highly recommend placing all of the 
parking below grade and utilizing the parking area as an open space amenity and landscaping. 
 
Accessibility.  Staff notes that with the surrounding highway impacts such as noise and air quality would 
challenge any future use. Similarly, non-automobile accessibility from the site to other areas of the city for hotel 
guests could be challenging. The BVCP policy 2.21, “Commitment to a Walkable and Accessible City” states, 

  
“The city and county will promote the development of a walkable and accessible city by designing 
neighborhoods and business areas to provide easy and save access by foot to places such as 
neighborhood centers, community facilities, transit stops or centers, and shared public spaces and 
amenities.  The city will consider additional neighborhood-serving commercial areas where appropriate 
and supported by the neighbors they would serve.” 

 
While the applicant is illustrating a 53,000 square foot hotel use, there is little in the way of services for hotel 
guests in this location.  Additional in-house services or other retail functions on the site, along with a bike share 
program could optimize a hotel use in this location. 
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Figure 10:  Birds Eye Aerial Showing Entryway Context of Site and in Relation to Flatiron Views 

Figure 11a 11b:  Existing South Viewshed (above in 11a) and Potential Viewshed (below in 11b) 

Figure 12a & 12b:  Existing Southbound Viewshed (above in 12a) and Potential Viewshed (below in 12b) 

Agenda Item 5A     Page 12 of 33



 
 
CONCLUSION: 
The use of the site for a hotel appears to be consistent with the BVCP Land Use designation of Transitional 
Business. However, issues related the Boulder Municipal Airport flight paths; automobile accessibility from the 
surrounding roadways; and the visibility of the site from surrounding roadways require greater design sensitivity 
as project plans move forward.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT AND PROCESS: 
Required public notice was given in the form of written notification mailed to all property owners within  
one-half mile of the subject site and a sign posted on the property for at least 10 days. It is important to note 
that while the Land Use Code standards for mailing are to property owners within 600 feet, given the 
surrounding open space to the site, staff determined that a radius of ½ mile would better serve the process by 
notifying the nearest neighbors.  Therefore, all notice requirements of section 9-4-3, B.R.C. 1981 have been 
met.  At the time of the memo preparation, a letter was sent to City Council inquiring about specific aspects of 
the site; staff provided a response letter that is provided in Attachment A.  In addition the letter received from 
the manager of Boulder Municipal Airport, a referral agency, is also provided in Attachment A.   
  
STAFF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION: 
No action is required on behalf of the Planning Board. Public comment, staff, and Planning Board comments 
will be documented for the applicant’s use.  Concept Plan Review and comment is intended to give the 
applicant feedback on the proposed development plan and provide the applicant direction on submittal of the 
Site Review plans.   
 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
A:   Comments Received 
B: Concept Plan Written Statement and Trip Generation 
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Attachment A:  Comments Received 
From: Boulder Kimbles [mailto:boulder.kimbles@gmail.com]  

Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 11:47 PM 
To: Council 

Subject: CITY ZONING: requesting info on developing the property at 3365 Diagonal Highway 

 

Hello, 

 

I live in NE Boulder, and have been following the evolution of the property at 3365 Diagonal 

Highway (I think it used to be a Sinclair gas station/U-Haul rental facility) very closely. The previous 

establishment was so unsightly that the current empty lot is a significant improvement. But I believe 

that the location has potential for tasteful development of the space (possibly as a single entity, 

possibly as a retail park) that could really be an asset for NE Boulder. 

 

The property has been on the market for almost a year (currently at $650K), and I wanted to find out 

more how the city views the property with regard to what a new owner could or couldn't do in 

developing the property. 

 

As such, a flood of questions come to mind to assess the feasibility for such a project. I list a small 

subset below, to give an idea of the sorts of issues I'm thinking about. 

 

1) What is the zoning status of the property? 

2) Would the property qualify under the Petroleum Cleanup and Redevelopment Fund? 

3) Are there specific city guidelines for how to handle the underground storage tanks at the property? 

4) Is there a way to develop the property such that a portion of it officially qualifies as a city 

park/green space, and are there tax implications for such a designation? 

5) How might a developer work with the city to facilitate pedestrian access to the property from the 

Pleasant View Soccer Fields (e.g., tunnel, bridge, traffic signal)? 

 

I'd be happy to discuss further with any city council member or discuss this at one of the regular 

council meetings. 

 

Thank you. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Dave Kimble 

3980 Saint Petersburg St. 

Boulder, CO 80301 

303-442-2420 
 

From: Reader, Lauren  
Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 1:58 PM 

To: boulder.kimbles@gmail.com 

Cc: McLaughlin, Elaine; Ferro, Charles; Council 
Subject: RESPONSE_CITY ZONING: requesting info on developing the property at 3365 Diagonal Highway 

 
Dear Dave Kimball- 
 
Thank you for emailing City Council about the property at 3365 Diagonal Highway. While you may hear directly from one or more council 
members, the following information provided by city staff may also be helpful.  It is a staff response and may or may not represent the 
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opinions of individual council members.  
 
Currently, there is an active Concept Plan Review application for the property that will be discussed by the Planning Board at a public 
hearing on May 5, 2016. The Concept Plan is for a Holiday Inn Express and for Concept Plan review there is no approval or denial of the 
proposed project, rather the intent is to provide comments to the applicant on the conceptual plans prior to application for Site Review.   
Please check back at the Planning Board’s website at this link after April 25th when the project plans and staff memorandum to the 
Planning Board will be uploaded for review. 
 
Regarding your specific questions, please see the following responses: 
   
1) What is the zoning status of the property? 
The property is zoned Business Transition – 1 (BT-1) defined in the land use code as: “Transitional business areas which generally 
buffer a residential area from a major street and are primarily used for commercial and complementary residential uses, including, 
without limitation, temporary lodging and office uses”  per the land use code section 9-5-2(c)(2)(E), B.R.C. 1981. 

2) Would the property qualify under the Petroleum Cleanup and Redevelopment Fund? AND 
3) Are there specific city guidelines for how to handle the underground storage tanks at the property? 
Presently, there are no underground storage tanks on the site.  The tanks associated with the former Sinclair Gas Station were removed 
as part of the former plan of a Kum & Go Gas Station for redevelopment and no new USTs have been installed on the site due to a 
decision by the property owner to abandon further project development. The Petroleum Cleanup and Redevelopment Fund is a program 
administered by the State.  Eligibility requirements and application materials can be found at the following location on the State Dept. of 

Labor and Employment, Division of Oil and Public Safety website: https://www.colorado.gov/pacific/ops/BrownfieldsProgram 
 
4) Is there a way to develop the property such that a portion of it officially qualifies as a city park/green space, and are there 
tax implications for such a designation? 
As indicated in the City’s recent Parks and Recreation Master Plan, the city is currently meeting the level of service for park land in this 
area with several parks within a half mile radius.  Secondly, this site potentially has many constraints including poor pedestrian access 
from neighborhoods, possible environmental challenges and too small of acreage for park standards. 

5) How might a developer work with the city to facilitate pedestrian access to the property from the Pleasant View Soccer 
Fields (e.g., tunnel, bridge, traffic signal)? 
The City’s 2014 Transportation Master Plan update removed the planned multi-use path connection between Independence Road 
(McKenzie Junction)  and Kalmia Road (soccer fields) via an underpass beneath 47th Street and the Foothills Freeway.  That said, if 
there is interest to reestablish that link, coordination would begin in a meeting with Kathleen Bracke with Go-Boulder 
(BrackeK@bouldercolorado.gov) and Gerrit Slatter who is the Transportation Division Manager (SlatterG@bouldercolorado.gov) to 
discuss opportunities to jointly fund a multi-use underpass connection between McKenzie Junction and the soccer fields.  
 
Please note that any future questions regarding land use and zoning can be directed to staff at 303-441-1880 or 

plandevelop@bouldercolorado.gov.  
  
Sincerely, 
Elaine  

Elaine McLaughlin, Senior Planner 
Department of Planning, Housing + Sustainability 
City of Boulder 
1739 Broadway, 3rd Floor 
Boulder, CO  80306-0791 
303-441-4130 (phone) 
303-441-3241 (fax) 
http://www.boulderplandevelop.net    http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/ 
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CITY OF BOULDER 

 

Department of Public Works 

Transportation Division 

 

Boulder Municipal Airport 

3327 Airport Road 

Boulder, Colorado 80301 

TEL: 303-441-3108 

 

February 26, 2016 

 

Elaine McLaughlin, Senior Planner 

City of Boulder Department of  

Planning, Housing and Sustainability 

PO Box 791 

Boulder, CO 80306 

 

Dear Elaine: 

 

I have reviewed the concept plan for a Holiday Inn Express to be constructed at 3365 Diagonal 

Highway in Boulder, Colorado and have the following comments: 

 

The location of this parcel is situated in Airport Influence Overlay Zone Two and directly under the 

landing and take-off path for every aircraft operating at the Boulder Municipal Airport (see attached 

Google Earth photo and overlay map).  As such, page A.19 of the Airport Master Plan, approved by 

the Planning Board and City Council in 2007, requires the following: 

 

“Zone Two: An avigation easement may be required as a condition of obtaining a new 

building permit, and all new utility lines will be placed underground. No new residential use 

is permitted, including nursing homes, group homes, congregate care facilities, group care 

facilities, and residential care facilities.  Schools, hospitals, churches, libraries, 

hotels/motels, and day care facilities will be permitted only if permitted by the underlying 

zoning and determined to be situated and designed in a manner that alleviates safety 

concerns. All applications for development will be submitted to the Airport Manager for 

review and comment.” 

 

Overlay Zone Two has these restrictions due to the inherent safety risks associated with aircraft that 

are about to land or have just departed and are still gaining altitude.  As a result, I recommend that 

the developer hire an aviation safety consultant to fully consider the safety risks associated with this 

site, to include the following potential issues: 

 

Land Use 

 

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) 

investigate aircraft accidents nation-wide and have shown that property near the extended runway 

centerline are involved in a significantly higher rate of aircraft mishaps and accidents.  Although I 

am not aware of an aircraft mishap on the property at 3365 Diagonal Highway, we have had aircraft 

make emergency landings in the cemetery and soccer fields immediately adjacent to this property. 
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3365 Diagonal Highway 

Page 2 of 3 

 

In order to protect residents on the ground, zoning of land in this overlay zone two is usually limited 

to non-occupied uses such as parks, sports fields, cemeteries, golf courses, parking lots, etc.  The 

FAA does not recommend residential use of any kind, and although hotels are zoned commercial, 

the underlying safety concern is the same.  In addition, the FAA land use planning tool kit 

recommends low density uses, of approximately 5 people per acre, in zone two. 

 

Noise Compatibility 

 

In addition to the safety concerns stated above, the FAA also requests that municipalities consider 

aircraft noise and the impact on associated land use.  Using information from the 2007 Airport 

Master Plan, the parcel at 3365 Diagonal Highway lies in the airport’s 60 decibel noise contour (see 

attached).  Thus, a hotel at this location will be subjected to a 60 decibel day-night noise average 

(DNL), with peaks above that, especially when an aircraft is gaining altitude on departure directly 

over the hotel.   

 

The FAA land use planning tool kit and Federal Aviation Regulation 150 states that a noise level of 

65 decibels is incompatible with residential use.  Given this information, the hotel would be located 

on a parcel that is only 5 decibels away from incompatible residential use and can expect that their 

customers will be impacted.  In addition, the FAA asks communities to plan for future changes that 

may increase the noise level or frequency of flights.  With only 5 decibels of buffer, the hotel may 

find itself inside a 65 decibel contour after it is constructed. 

 

At a minimum, if the development is allowed to proceed, I recommend that noise proofing measures 

are mandated and an avigation easement is signed stating that the owners understand the current and 

future noise impact. 

 

Airspace Obstruction / Structure Height 

 

Based on the proposal for a three-story structure, the development will require a FAA obstruction 

clearance review.  I've attached the FAA advisory circular (AC 70-7460-2K) that pertains 

to building structures near an airport.  Since the Boulder Municipal Airport has a runway over 3,200 

feet in length, please refer to page 2, paragraph 2.a.1.  It states that if the proposed structure is 

within 20,000 feet of the runway and it's taller than a 100:1 slope from the runway, then permission 

must be obtained from the FAA.  The obstruction evaluation review application can be found at: 

https://oeaaa.faa.gov/oeaaa/external/portal.jsp.   

 

The parcel lies directly under the FAA Visual Approach, type A and B, airspace which ensures no 

obstructions exceed a slope of 20:1 from the end of the runway at Boulder Municipal Airport.  At 

three stories, the hotel will not exceed the maximum height for the type of approach currently in 

use, but again the FAA recommends that airports consider future use and changes.  Currently, the 

airport only has a visual approach for runway 8, but if the need arises for an instrument approach, 

this glide path slope will flatten significantly to 34:1 or lower.  Allowing this structure, at its 

proposed 30+ foot height, could severely tie the hands of city planners in the future. 
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Page 3 of 3 

As part of the obstruction evaluation review, the FAA will examine existing obstacles in the 

immediate vicinity, such as the Foothills Parkway overpass.  I would recommend that the hotel 

height remain below the height of the overpass, which is approximately 25 feet tall.  This ensures 

flexibility and future FAA compliance, as well as provides a safer environment for aircraft making 

an emergency landing. 

 

In conclusion, my professional opinion is that this is not an ideal, or safe, location for a hotel.  The 

airport master plan already prohibits residential use due to safety and noise concerns, and although a 

hotel is zoned commercial, the issues remain just as important.  As a result, I recommend that the 

applicants hire an aviation safety consultant to fully examine the issues listed above.  If the location 

still meets their expectations, they should submit their findings and proposed solutions for further 

evaluation. 

 

If you have any questions about the items mentioned above or wish to discuss the issue further, 

please do not hesitate to contact me at (303) 441-3108. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Timothy G. Head 

Airport Manager 
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Barnard Dunkelberg & Company

GRAPHIC SCALE IN FEET

0' 1000' 2000' 4000' 6000'

9° 54' E Mag. Dec.
0° 8' W annual change
2/9/05

True North

OBSTRUCTIONS

Airport Airspace Drawing
Plan View Conical Surface
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 

ADVISORY 
CIRCULAR 

AC 70/7460=2K 

Proposed Construction or 
Alteration of Objects 

that May Affect the 
Navigable Airspace 

Effective: March 1, 2000 Prepared by the Air Traffic 
Airspace Management Program 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 

ADVISORY 
CIRCULAR 

Subject: PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION ORAL- 
TERATION OF OBJECTS THAT MAY 
AFFECT THE NAVIGABLE AIR- 
SPACE 

1. PURPOSE. 

This Advisory Circular (AC) provides information to 
persons proposing to erect or alter an object that may 

affect the navigable airspace. The AC also explains the 
requirement to notify the Federal Aviation 

Administration (FAA) before construction begins and 
FAA’s responsibility to respond to these notices in 

accordance with Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations 
(14 CFR) part 77, Objects Affecting Navigable 

Airspace. Additionally, the AC explains the process by 
which to petition the FAA’s Administrator for 

discretionary review of the determinations issued by the 
FAA. 

2. CANCELLATION. 

AC 70/7460-25, Proposed Construction or Alteration 

of Objects That May Affect the Navigable Airspace, 
dated 11/29/95, is cancelled. 

3. BACKGROUND/AUTHORITY. 

a. 49 U.S.C. Section 44718 mandates, in pertinent part, 
that “The Secretary of Transportation shall require a 
person to give adequate public notice...of the construction 
or alteration, establishment or extension, or the proposed 
construction, alteration, establishment, or expansion, of 
any structure...when the notice will promote: 

(1) safety in air commerce, and 

(2) the efficient use and preservation of the navigable 
airspace and of airport traffic capacity at public-use 
airports.” 

b. To this end, 14 CFR Part 77 was issued prescribing 
that notice shall be given to the Administrator of certain 
proposed construction or alteration. 

4. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This advisory circular becomes effective March 1,200O. 

5. NOTICES. 

a. WHY IS NOTIFICATION REQUIRED? 

Date: 3/l /OO AC No: 70/7460.2K 

Initiated by: ATA- 

In administering 14 CFR Part 77, the FAA’s prime 
objectives are to ensure the safe and efficient use of the 
navigable airspace. The FAA recognizes that there are 

varied demands for the use of airspace, both by aviation 
and nonaviation interests. When conflicts arise out of 

construction proposals, the FAA emphasizes the need 

for conserving the navigable airspace. Therefore, early 
notice of proposed construction or alteration provides 

the FAA the opportunity to: 

(1) Recognize potential aeronautical hazards to 
minimize the adverse effects to aviation. 

(2) Revise published data or issue a Notice to 
Airmen (NOTAM) to alert pilots to airspace or procedural 
changes made as a result of the structure. 

(3) Recommend appropriate marking and lighting to 
make objects visible to pilots. Before filing FAA Form 
7460- 1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration, 
construction sponsors should become knowledgeable in 
the different types of obstruction marking and lighting 
systems that meet FAA standards. Information about 
these systems can be obtained from the manufacturers. 
Proponents can then determine which system best meets 
their needs based on purchase, installation, and 
maintenance costs. The FAA will make every effort to 
accommodate the request. 

(4) Depict obstacles on aeronautical charts for 
pilotage and safety. 

b. WHO MUST FILE NOTICE? 

Any person or an agent who intends to sponsor 
construction is required to submit notice to the 

Administrator if the proposed construction or alteration 
falls within any of the following categories: 

(1) Greater than 200 feet in height. The proposed 
object would be more than 200 feet above ground level 
(AGL) at its location. 

NOTE- 
See FIG I and FIG 2. 
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Greater Than 200 Feet AGL at Object’s Location [Over Land] 

Less than 
200’ AGLxwr 

More than 

- 

t 

Ground Level 

t Notice Required 
ant Notice Not Required 

FIG I 

Greater Than 200 Feet AGL at Object’s Location [Over Water] 

FOR ANY STRUC’fURE MORE THAN 200 FEET ABOVE THE SUFACE LEVEL OF ITS 

SITE ( MEASURED FROM LOW WATER i.EVEt WHEN CATENARY IS OVER WATER) 

FIG 2 

(2) Near a Public- Use orMilitary Airport, Heliport, 

or Seaplance Base. A public use airport, heliport or a 
seaplane base withvisually marked seaplanes that islisted 
in the current Airport Facility Directory, the Alaska 
Supplement or the Pacific Chart Supplement, or near an 
airport operated by an armed force of the United States. 

(a) Airport or Seaplane Base. The proposed object 

or alteration would be within: 

(1) 20,000 feet of an airport or seaplane base 

with at least one runway more than 3,200 feet in length 

and the object would exceed a slope of 1OO:l 

horizontally (100 feet horizontally for each 1 foot 
vertically) from the nearest point of the nearest runway. 

(2) 10,000 feet of an airport or seaplane base 
that does not have a runway more than 3,200 feet in 
length and the object would exceed a 5O:l horizontal 

slope (50 feet horizontally for each 1 foot vertically) 

from the nearest point of the nearest runway. 

NOTE- 
See FIG 3. 
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Object Penetrates Airport/Seaplanes Base Surface 

ANTENNA PE?kElRAlES BUFFACE 
NOl’GEREOUIRED 

AC=,F’OR,‘S WITH ONE RUNWAY MORE l’btAN %ZOO FT. 

FIG3 

(b) NeZ@ort. The proposed object would be within NOTE- 

5,000 feet of a heliport and would exceed a 25:l See. FIG 4. 

horizontal slope (25 feet horizontally for each 1 foot 
vertically) from the nearest landing and takeoff area of 
that heliport. 

Object Penetrates Heliport Surface 

WlllCE RE(WIlPi3 

EHMCUQHTHE 
‘IlOlNOWOU!.D NOT 

FIG4 

(3) Highways and Railroads. The proposed object is 
a traverse way which would exceed one or more of the 
standards listed in paragraphs a and b above, after the 
height of the object is adjusted upward as follows: 

(a) Private road: 10 feet or the height of the highest 
mobile object that would traverse the roadway, whichever 
is greater. 

(b) Other public roadways: 15 feet. 

(c) Interstate Highways: 17 feet. 

(d) Railroad: 23 feet. 

(e) Waterway or any other thoroughfare not 
previously mentioned: an amount equal to the highest 
mobile object that would traverse the waterway or 
thoroughfare. 

NOTE- 

See FIG 5. 

3 
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Proposed Object in a Traverse Way 

(4) Objects on a Public-Use or Military Airport or 
Heliport. The proposed construction or alterationwould 
be on an airport or heliport, or any airport operated by an 
armed force of the United States, regardless of height or 
location. 

(5) When Requested by the FAA. The FAA may 
request notice if available information indicates the 
proposal may exceed an obstruction standard or the 
proposal may cause electromagnetic interference to 
aircraft, particularly construction associated with an AM, 
FM, or TV station including a change in authorized 
frequency or transmitting power, may cause transmitted 
signals to be reflected upon ground-based or airborne air 
navigation communications equipment, or affect 
instrument procedures. In addition, notice may be 
requested when the proposal may affect an air traffic 
control procedure, may obstruct air traffic controllers’ 
line of sight capability, or may affect air traffic control 
radar. 

c. WHAT KIND OF STRUCTURES REQUIRE 
FAA NOTIFICATION? 

The following are examples of structures requiring 

notice to the FAA. 

(1) Proposed construction or alteration of structures 
such as: 

(a) Buildings. 

(b) Antenna Towers. 

(c) Roadways. 

(d) Overhead communications and transmission 
lines as well as the height of the supporting structures. 

(e) Water towers and the supporting structure. 

FIG5 

(2) Construction equipment or other temporary 
structures such as: 

(a) Cranes. 

(b) Derricks. 

(c) Stockpiles of equipment. 

(d) Earth moving equipment. 

d. WHEN MUST NOTICES BE FILED? 

Notice must be submitted: 

(1) At least 30 days before the earlier of the 
following: 

(a) The date the proposed construction or 
alteration is to begin, or 

(b) The date the application for a construction 
permit will be filed. 

(2) On or before the date the application for 
construction is filed with the Federal Communications 
Commission (FCC), if the proposed structure is subject to 
FCC licensing requirements. 

(3) Immediately by telephone or other expeditious 
means to the nearest FSS, with written notification 
submitted within 5 days thereafter, if immediate 
construction or alteration is required as in cases involving 
public services, health or safety. 

(4) As early as possible in the planning stage but not 
less than 30 days before construction will begin. 

e. HOW AND WHERE TO FILE NOTICE. 

Notification of the proposal should be made on FAA 

Form 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or 
Alteration. Additional information such as charts 

and/or drawings that accurately depict the proposed 
construction or alteration should be included to 

4 
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facilitate the FAA’s analysis of the project. The 

completed form should be mailed to the Manager, Air 

Traffic Division, of the regional offrce having 
jurisdiction over the area within which the construction 

or alteration will occur. 

NOTE- 
Information on regional addresses may be found on the FAA’s 
website at www.faa.gov/ats/ata/ata-400/oeaaa.htm or contact the 
FAA listed in local telephone books under United States 
Government. 

f. PENALTY FOR FAILING TO PROVIDE 
NOTICE. 

Persons who knowingly and willfully violate the notice 
requirements of 14 CFR part 77 are subject to a civil 

penalty. 

g. COMPLIANCE RESPONSIBILITY. 

A notice filed with the FAA does not relieve the 

proponent of compliance with laws, ordinances or 

regulations of any other Federal, state or local 
governmental entity. 

h. ASSOCIATED PUBLICATIONS. 

The following publications contain obstruction criteria, 
marking and lighting standards and specifications for 
lighting and paint. 

(1) Federal Aviation Regulations 14 CFR, part 77, 
ObjectsAffecting Navigable Airspace. This part sets forth 
the requirements for notice to the FAA of proposed 
construction or alteration and provides standards for 
determining obstructions to navigable airspace. 14 CFR, 
part 77 (Stock No. 050-007-00276-9) may be ordered 
from: 

Superintendent of Documents 
U. S. Government Printing Office 
Washington, DC 20402 

(2) Advisory Circulars. FAA advisory circulars are 
available free of charge from: 

Department of Transportation 
TASC 
Subsequent Distribution Office, 
SVC-121.23 
Ardmore East Business Center 
3341 Q 75th Avenue 
Landover, MD 20785 

(a) AC 70/7460-l, Obstruction Marking and 
Lighting, describes the standards for marking and lighting 
structures such as buildings, chimneys, antenna towers, 
cooling towers, storage tanks, supporting structures of 
overhead wires, etc. 

(b) AC 150/5190-4, A Model Zoning Ordinance 
to Limit Height or Objects Around Airports, provides a 

model-zoning ordinance to be used as a guide to control 
the height of objects around airports. 

(c)AC 150/5300-13, Airport Design, includes 
planning information on electronic and visual 

navigational aids and air traffic control facility siting and 
clearance requirements that influence the physical layout 
of airports. 

(d) AC 150/5345-53, Airport Lighting Equimpent 
Certification Program, addendum lists equipment model 
numbers and manufacturer’s part numbers in compliance 
with item (e) below. The addendum is located on the 
Internet at the Office of Airports homepage: 
httn://www.faa.eov/arD/arnhome.htm under Advisory 
Circulars. 

(e) AC 150/5345-43, Specification for 
Obstruction Lighting Equipment, contains specifications 
for equipment used in obstruction lighting systems. 

(3) Marking Specifications and Standards. Aviation 
colors and paint standards and specifications are available 
from: 

General Services Administration 
Specifications Section 
470 L’Enfant Plaza, Suite 8214 

Washington, DC 20407 

(4) FAA Forms. FAA forms are available free of 
charge from all FAA regional offices. 

(a) FAA Form 7460-1, Notice of Proposed 
Construction or Alteration, is used to notify the FAA of 
proposed construction or alteration of an object that may 
affect the navigable airspace. 

(b) FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual 
Construction orAlteration, is used to notify the FAA of 
progress or abandonment, as requested on the form. The 
FAA regional office routinely includes this form with a 
determination when such information will be required. 
The information is used for charting purposes, to 
change affected aeronautical procedures and to notify 
pilots of the location of the structure. 

i. ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANCE TO 
CONSTRUCTION PROPONENTS. 

(1) Airspace specialists are available in each regional 
office to assist proponents in filing their notice. 
Proponents are encouraged to call in advance for 

appointments. Limited resources often prevent the 
specialist from responding spontaneously without 
advanced planning or preparation. 

(2) To insure timely determinations, construction 
proponents must submit complete and accurate data. Lack 
of complete and accurate data could result in the return of 
the form. United States Geological Survey quadrangle 
maps are available at nominal costs to aid in determining 

5 
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the geographical coordinates (latitude/longitude) and site 
elevation above mean sea level. The latitudenongitude 
information should be submitted in North American 
Datum of 1983. The quadrangle maps can be obtained 
from: 

U.S. Geological Survey 
Reston, Virginia 22092 
Telephone No. (703) 860-6045 

U.S. Geological Survey 
District Branch 
PO. Box 25286, Bldg. #41 
Denver, Colorado 80225 
Telephone No. (303) 844-4169 

(3) Airport planners are available for assistance with 
construction proposals on Federally obligated airports. 

(4) Proposals for electronic transmitting devices 
should include frequency, effective radiated power 
(ERP), radiation center height (RCAMSL), and antenna 
characteristics such as number of bays, beam tilt, and null 
fill. 

6. FAA’s RESPONSIBILITY. 

a. The FAA will acknowledge receipt of the notice. 

b. After initial screening, the outcome of the screening 
will be sent to the filer and may state one of the following: 

(1) The proposal is not identified as an obstruction 
and would not be a hazard to air navigation, or 

(2) The proposal would be an obstruction unless 
reduced to a specified height and is presumed to be a 
hazard to air navigation pending further study. When this 
is indicated, the acknowledgement will either specify that 
the FAA has initiated further study, or the proponent may 
elect to reduce the height or request further study within 
(sixty) 60 days, in which event, the FAA will begin the 
study when the proponent so advises. 

c. If further aeronautical study is initiated, public notice 
may be prepared and distributed for comments to those 
agencies, organizations, or individuals with known 
aeronautical interests to determine if the proposal would 
be a hazard to air navigation. State and local aviation 
authorities, as well as various military organizations of the 
Department of Defense, are also offered the opportunity 
to comment on the aeronautical effects of the proposal. 

d. All responses received by the end of the specified 
comment period are analyzed by the FAA regional 
specialists for valid aeronautical comments and 
objections. 

e. The office conducting the study may decide to 
conduct an informal airspace meeting with interested 
parties to discuss the effects of the proposal and to gather 
additional facts or information relevant to the study. 

f. The FAA specialists may negotiate with the 
proponent during the study process to resolve any adverse 

effect(s) on aeronautical operations. Many times, a minor 
reduction in height and/or relocation of a proposed 
structure will eliminate or sufficiently minimize adverse 
aeronautical effects that would permit the issuance of a 
Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation. 

g. After the aeronautical study is completed, the 
regional office will normally issue a: 

(1) Determination of Hazard to Air Navigation; or 

(2) Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation. 

h. An FAA determination is a conclusion based on the 
study of a structure’s projected impact on the safe and 
efficient use of the navigable airspace by aircraft. It 
should not be construed as an approval or disapproval of 
the project. 

i. The FAA usually recommends marking and/or 
lighting of a structure when its height exceeds 200 feet 
above ground level (AGL) or exceeds Part 77 obstruction 
criteria. However, the FAA may recommend marking 
and/or lighting of a structure that does not exceed 200 feet 
AGL or Part 77 obstruction standards because of its 
particular location. 

7. HOW TO PETITION THE ADMINISTRATOR FOR 
DISCRETIONARY REVIEW. 

a. When a determination is issued under 14 CFR 
Section 77.19(except Section 77.19 c.)(l)), or Section 
77.35 or when a revision or extension is issued under 
Section 77.39 (c), you may petition the FAA 
Administrator for a review of the determination, revision, 
or extension if you: 

(1) Are the sponsor of the proposed construction or 
alteration, 

(2) Stated a substantial aeronautical objection to the 
proposal during an aeronautical study, or 

(3) Have a substantial aeronautical objection but 
were not given an opportunity to state it. 

b. The petition must be submitted within 30 days after 
the issue date of the determination, revision, or extension 
and must contain a full statement of the basis upon which 
it is made. Submit an original and two copies to: 

Manager, Airspace and Rules 
Division, ATA- 
Federal Aviation Administration 
800 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, DC 20591 

A-J ohn S.Walker 

Program Director, Air Traffic 
Airspace Management Program 

6 
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Attachment B:  Written Statement 
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C I T Y  O F  B O U L D E R 
PLANNING BOARD AGENDA ITEM 

MEETING DATE: May 5, 2016 
 

 
AGENDA TITLE:     
Public hearing and Planning Board recommendation on a request to annex a 1.37 acre property located 
at 96 Arapahoe Ave. with initial zoning of Residential – Medium 3 (RM-3), consistent with the Boulder 
Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) land use designation of Medium Density Residential.  The proposal 
includes a request that the City correct errors in BVCP mapping affecting the property. Reviewed under 
case no. LUR2014-00068. 

 
Applicant: Jonathon Warner 
Property Owner: 96 Arapahoe Avenue LLC 

 
 

REQUESTING DEPARTMENT: 
Community Planning & Sustainability  
David Driskell, Executive Director  
Susan Richstone, Deputy Director  
Charles Ferro, Land Use Review Manager 
Elaine McLaughlin, Senior Planner 

 
 
 
  

 
 
OBJECTIVES: 
1. Hear staff and applicant presentations 
2. Hold public hearing 
3. Planning Board discussion  
4. Planning Board recommendations to City Council on the proposed Annexation and Initial 

Zoning. 
5. Planning Board action on proposed corrections to BVCP mapping. 

SUMMARY: 
Proposal:  Annexation and Initial Zoning of an approximately 1.37 acre property. No specific 

development plan has been submitted for Site Review consideration.  Correction 
of errors in BVCP Area Map and Land Use Map affecting the property are also 
under consideration. 

Project Name:  Nuzum Gardens 
Location:  96 Arapahoe Ave. 
Size of Tract:  1.37 acres (59,801 square feet) 
Zoning:   Proposed:  RM-3 
Comprehensive Plan: Medium Density Residential 
 
KEY ISSUES 
1. Does Planning Board approve of the proposed BVCP map corrections? 

 
2. Does Planning Board find that the proposed annexation meets BVCP policies, and in particular 

those related to community benefit and does the board support the proposed annexation? 
 

3. Does Planning Board support the proposed initial zoning of RM-3 (Residential Medium - 3)? 
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I. INTRODUCTION  
 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  
The applicant is requesting annexation of the 1.37 acre property into the City of Boulder with RM-3, Residential 
Medium - 3 zoning. This request is similar to the Concept Plan presented to the Planning Board and City Council in 
late 2014 and early 2015, respectively, but the annexation application does not include a concurrent Site Review 
application with an associated site development plan. While no Site Review is under consideration, the applicant has 
provided a written statement that indicates intent to construct total of nine dwelling units in a by-right manner, of 
which 42.9 percent (or three units) would be permanently affordable units. Site Review is required when the site is 
greater than two acres or is capable of holding 20 or more residential units.  Links to the Concept Plan review 
minutes are provided for the Feb. 5 2015 Planning Board and the May 19, 2015 City Council Call-Up. 

 
BACKGROUND:  
Per land use code section 9-2-14(b), B.R.C., 1981, the minimum size for a voluntary Site Review process is that, 
“five or more units are permitted on the property.”  Because density in the RM-3 zoning is based upon the 
requirement for 3,500 square feet of open space per dwelling unit, up to 10 units would be permitted on the property 
in the area below the Blue Line.  Therefore, a Site Review may be pursued for  the site, however, the applicant is 
requesting consideration of the Annexation only at this time, without an application for Site Review. 
 
 
 
The applicant requests to annex the entire 1.37 acre property with an initial zoning of RM-3. The Boulder Valley 
Comprehensive Plan policy 1.24(d) requires that applicants demonstrate a “special opportunity or benefit” in 
annexation, as follows:  
 

d) In order to reduce the negative impacts of new development in the Boulder Valley, the city will annex Area II land with 
significant development or redevelopment potential only if the annexation provides a special opportunity or benefit to the city. For 
annexation considerations, emphasis will be given to the benefits achieved from the creation of permanently affordable housing. 
Provision of the following may also be considered a special opportunity or benefit: receiving sites for transferable development 
rights (TDRs), reduction of future employment projections, land and/or facilities for public purposes over and above that required 
by the city’s land use regulations, environmental preservation, or other amenities determined by the city to be a special 
opportunity or benefit. Parcels that are proposed for annexation that are already developed and which are seeking no greater 
density or building size would not be required to assume and provide that same level of community benefit as vacant parcels 
unless and until such time as an application for greater development is submitted.  

 
In that regard, the applicant has offered the following community benefits (refer to Attachment C, written statement): 
 

 Provision of 42.9 percent of the units as permanently affordable (or three of the nine units proposed by 
applicant in written statement) 

 Preservation of a long lived oak tree on the property 

 Preservation of the historic buildings through “covenants” and the demolition permit process in lieu of 
landmark application and keeping open the historic Anderson Ditch in lieu of landmarking 

 Removal of on-site septic system (note this is required for development within the City) 

 Dedication of a “scenic easement” for the area of the property above the Blue Line 
 
The level of community benefit was discussed with the applicant over the course of the past year and since the 
Concept Plan reviews of late 2014 and early 2015.  However, the benefits currently offered were found to not rise to 
the level of impacts generated and staff has since reasserted benefits originally considered by the applicant.  Those 
acceptable community benefits were written into a draft annexation agreement (Attachment D) which the applicant 
currently has to consider and include the following: 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY 
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Figure 2: Site at the northern base of Flagstaff Mountain 

Figure 1: Site Location on Western Periphery  

 

 Provision of 50 percent of the units as permanently affordable with a split between low and moderate income 
affordability (with a codified rounding rule that is equivalent to five of the nine units); of the units three would 
be affordable to middle income residents and two of the units would be affordable to low income residents 
(the definitions of these are defined within Key Issue number 2.  

 Market Rate units on the property will be restricted in size to 2,200 square feet including the floor area of the 
garage. 

 Preservation of a long lived oak tree on the property  

 Application to landmark the existing duplex and barn along with that portion of the Anderson Ditch head 
gates that front onto the property. 

 Dedication in fee to the City of Boulder Department of Open Space and Mountain Parks (OSMP) for the area 
of the property above the Blue Line 

 
An analysis of the community benefits is provided in Key Issue 2. 

 

 
 
As shown in Figures 1 and 2, the 1.37 acres site is located at 
the western periphery of the city limits, both at the northern 
base of Flagstaff Mountain and in an area that demarks 
transition into the Boulder Canyon.  As such, the upper 
reaches on the south side of the property have steeper 
slopes, and development on the property has created a 
series of terraces. 
 
The upper portion of the site that is located above the Blue 
Line transitions from terraced topography to extremely steep 
slopes: some at a 1 to1 slope.  Figure 3 illustrates the 
topography of the site.  Further above the Blue Line, the site 
is densely forested with various conifer tree species 
predominately ponderosa pine with some Douglas fir.  
 

III. EXISTING SITE AND SURROUNDS 
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Figure 4: Anderson Ditch in front of property 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
At the base of the property, aligning Arapahoe Avenue is the 
Anderson Ditch (shown in Figure 3), one of the oldest ditches in the 
City that was used to help develop the City in the late 1800s.   
 
The site was originally developed in the 1940s and 1950s by Wayne 
Nuzum who operated a nursery and landscaping business at the 
property for over 50 years and who is considered one of Boulder’s 
most premier gardeners.  
 
The property includes a one- and one-half story residence built by 
the Nuzum’s as a residnece in the 1950s along with a large 
warehouse/barn used for Nuzum’s nursery constructed in the mid to late 1940s with an addition in 1956. The south 
wall of the barn is built into the hillside terrace.   There is also an out building on the upper terrace of the site that is 
an  corrugated metal shed.  The house and the barn are shown below in Figures 5 and 6.  
  
 
 
 

Figure 3:  Varied Site Topography with Terracing Evident 
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Figures 6a,b,c,d: Existing Barn (historic images and today) 

Figures 5a, b, c:  Existing House historic images and today 
 

 
 
Surrounding Context. Located directly west of the site is the roughly 3.2 acre Silver Saddle Motel property at 90 
West Arapahoe Ave. The motel was built in the mid 1940s with nine log cabin style motel units. An application for 
annexation was also received by the property owner to redevelop the Silver Saddle Motel property. 
 

 
 
 
 
To the east of the property is 
Canyonside Office Park, 
located at 100 Arapahoe. 
During the September 2013 
Flood, the easternmost portion 
of the property was destroyed 
by a mud flow as shown in 
Figure 8a and 8b. There are 
two remaining office buildings 
on the site that remain 
functional today. 
 
 
 
 
 

Figures 7a thru 7d 
Adjacent Silver Saddle Motel (historic to present day) 

Adjacent 
Property at 100 

Arapahoe 

96 

Arapahoe 

Figures 8a and 8b:  
 

Aerial of Adjacent Property and Photo of Building 
destroyed in 2013 Flood Event 
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As can be seen in the Google Earth image of Figure 9, the 100 Arapahoe Ave. property that suffered destruction in 
the flooding is at the base of a distinct drainage basin that is incised into the hillside.  Similarly, the property at 90 
Arapahoe has a distinct drainage swale that is also incised into the hillside.  
 
According to the property owners of 90 Arapahoe, the flood flows in 2013, passed down the hillside and flowed onto 
the existing road on that property that is lower in elevation than the existing site that was not impacted by flooding 
during the 2013 flood event.  
 
Further east, at 210 Arapahoe is a 13-unit, medium density condominium development, Park Gables, annexed in 
2006 and built in 2007. The density of the site is similar to the density proposed for the project site. Refer to Figures 
12a and 12 b that illustrate the development from Arapahoe Avenue as well as in an aerial photo.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Approximately 35 percent of the site is located above the Blue Line which is a development boundary line created 
through a city charter amendment approved by voters in 1959. The Blue Line defines a specific topographic contour 
above which extension of the water utility is not permitted.  As is apparent in the figure ground plane map shown in 
Figure 10, the Blue Line is continuous throughout most of the western portion of the city.  However, in the area 
where the site is located, the contour wasn’t well established, possibly due to grading that had occurred on the site 
prior to the charter amendment.  In the area adjacent to the site, a 1981 amendment was approved that provided a 
specific legal description that was mapped for that portion.  Shown in Figure 11 is the legal mapped description of 
the Blue Line within the property.   
 

Figure 9: 

Google Earth Image showing site in relation to adjacent drainage swales 
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The Blue Line is defined per the City’s Charter, Article VIII: Franchises and Public Utilities, Section 128A, “The City 
of Boulder shall not supply water for domestic, commercial, or industrial uses to land lying on the westward side of 
the following described line, except as specifically stated herein.” 

The portion of the site that is above the Blue Line is also designated under the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan 
as,  “Planning Area III Rural Preservation” shown in Figure 12 and as described on page 27 of the BVCP,  
 

a) The Area III-Rural Preservation Area is that 
portion of Area III where rural land uses and 
character will be preserved through existing and 
new rural land use preservation techniques and no 
new urban development will be allowed during the 
planning period. Rural land uses to be preserved to 
the greatest possible extent include: rural town 
sites (Eldorado Springs, Marshall and Valmont); 
existing county rural residential subdivisions 
(primarily along Eldorado Springs Drive, on 
Davidson Mesa west of Louisville, adjacent to 
Gunbarrel, and in proximity to Boulder Reservoir); 
city and county acquired open space and parkland; 
sensitive environmental areas and hazard areas 
that are unsuitable for urban development; 
significant agricultural lands; and lands that are 
unsuitable for urban development because of a 
high cost of extending urban services or scattered 
locations, which are not conducive to maintaining a 
compact community. 

 

Figure 12:  BVCP Planning Areas 
 

Figure 10:   
 

Portion of the Blue Line on west side of the  
City of Boulder 

Figure 11:   
Blue Line 

1981 Amendment:  
 

(established a specific legal 
description for Blue Line 

within the Site and adjacent 
property) 

1981 Charter Amendment Legal Description 

Site 
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Because the intent of the Area III Rural Preserve is to preserve areas such as undevelopable steep slope and the intent of the 
Blue Line is to limit extension of water utility above the Blue Line, density is not intended for that part of the site.  Therefore, 
density calculations must be limited to only the area below the Blue Line.  As shown below, the Boulder Valley Comprehensive 
Plan (BVCP) land use map (Figure 13) identifies the property along West Arapahoe Avenue that includes the property and that 
to the east and west, for Medium Density Residential, which is defined as having six to 14 dwelling units per acre.  
 
Also noted as a part of the BVCP for this area of Boulder is that the site is encompassed in an area known as a “Natural 

Ecosystem Overlay” defined on 68 of the BVCP as follows: 
 

In order to encourage environmental preservation, a Natural Ecosystem overlay is applied over 
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations throughout the Boulder Valley Planning Area. Natural 
ecosystems are defined as areas that support native plants and animals or possess important ecological, 
biological or geological values that represent the rich natural history of the Boulder Valley. The Natural 
Ecosystems overlay also identifies connections and buffers that are important for sustaining biological 
diversity and viable habitats for native species, for protecting the ecological health of certain natural 
systems, and to buffer potential impacts from adjacent land uses. A Natural Ecosystems overlay will not 
necessarily preclude development or human use of a particular area or supersede any other land use 
designation but will serve to identify certain 2010 Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan environmental issues 
in the area. The overlay will serve to guide the city and the county in decisions about public acquisition, 
purchase of development rights or conservation easements, promotion of private land conservation 
practices, density transfers, rezonings, development review, annexations and initial zonings, rezonings, 
service area boundary changes, and subcommunity and departmental master planning. A description of the 
criteria used to identify lands suitable for a Natural Ecosystems designation can be found in the 
environmental resources element of the plan on the web at: www.bouldervalleycompplan.net. 

  

Figure 13: 
BVCP Land Use Map also illustrating 

Natural Ecosystem Overlay Areas 
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Figure 14: 
1984 BVCP Land Use Map 

 
During the review of the annexation, it became evident that there are mapping errors on two of the comprehensive plan maps 
(the Planning Area II to III boundary; and the Land Use Map in comparison to the Blue Line) in that they didn’t appear to follow 
previous mapping.  As can be noted 
from the Land Use Map in  
Figure 13, there are slight skews 
between the land use layer colors 
and the actual ownership 
boundaries. 
 
Similarly, staff’s review of an earlier 
version of the BVCP Land Use Map 
from 1984 illustrated alignment of 
the Blue Line (shown in Figure 14 
as a cross-hatch pattern) with the 
boundary of the Medium Density 
Residential land use. 
 
Staff concluded that these errors, 
noted on the site, were likely due to 
transfer from hard copy maps (that 
utilized manual graphic techniques 
such as “Zipatone” plastic film) from 
earlier days of mapping to the 
current digitized maps.   
 
 
What is evident is that there is a mis-alignment between the 
adopted Blue Line and the Medium Density Land Use and in 
turn, the Planning Area II boundary.  The mapping provided on 
the following page in Figures 15a thorough 15d illustrate the existing errors with proposed reconciliation.  Figure 15a illustrates 
the existing Planning Area II/III boundary; Figure15b illustrates the adopted Blue Line through the site; Figure 15c illustrates the 
misalignment and discrepancy between the Planning Area II/III boundary and the Blue Line and Figure 15d illustrates the 
recommended reconciliation of the mapping for these lines. In essence, the Blue Line establishes the definitive line above 
which no development is assumed from this it would be consistent for the Planning Area III boundary to align with the Blue Line 
rather than slightly skewed to it.   
 
Figures 16a through 16c provide the existing Land Use Map error with a proposed reconciliation of that map.  Figure 16a 
illustrates the current Land Use Map that has the “Medium Density” Land Use shown to “cut” diagonally across the property 
Figure 16b illustrates how the existing Medium Density Land Use does not coincide with either the Blue Line or Planning Area 
boundaries; and Figure 16c provides a reconciliation of the Land Use Map. 
 
The correction of the Area II/Area III boundary and the Land Use Map designation boundary on the property can be approved 
as part of the annexation process. Procedurally, the BVCP addresses “Errors” on page 65 as follows, 

 
“If a discrepancy is found to exist within the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan that is clearly a drafting error or a 
clerical mistake, either the city of the county, after a referral request to the other agency, may correct such error.” 
 

The correction of these errors would require approval of by the Planning Board and City Council. Staff referred the error and the 
above analysis to Boulder County who indicated support for the proposed mapping error corrections. Note that it is evident that 
the non-annexed property to the west, at 90 Arapahoe Avenue, also has mapping errors. Reconciliation of those mapping 
errors will be considered at the time of first and second reading of that annexation ordinance. 
 

Key Issue 1.   Does Planning Board agree with the map reconciliation changes through annexation? 
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Figure 15a   
BVCP Planning Areas 

 

Figure 15b:  
Blue Line: 1981 Charter Amendment Legal Description 

Figure 15c:  
Combined Map  

Illustrating Inconsistency 

Figure 15d:  
Reconciled Map through Annexation 

Planning Area II/III Boundary Consistent with Blue Line 

 
96 

 
Arap 

 
     Site      
. 

 

 

 

Figure16b:  
Combined Map (BVCP Land Use/Blue Line/ Planning Area) 

Illustrating Inconsistency 

Figure16a:  
Existing BVCP Land Use Map 

Figure16c:  
Reconciled BVCP Land Use Map 

Through Annexation 

Medium 
Density 

Residential 

Open  
Space 

Acquired 

Medium 
Density 

Residential 
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Staff found that the site is eligible for annexation in that a majority of the site is located within Planning Area II, defined in the 
BVCP on page 13 as follows, “Area II is the area now under county jurisdiction, where annexation to the city can be considered 
consistent with policies 1.16 Adapting to Limits on Physical Expansion, 1.18 Growth Requirements, & 1.24 Annexation.”   For 
reference, the policy analysis for annexation is provided in Attachment A.   Staff recommends that the correction of the BVCP 
errors presented in Key Issue 1 occur coincident with the proposed annexation.  A separate motion is required by both the 
Planning Board and City Council to approve the correction of these errors.   
 
BVCP Land Use.  The Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) land use designation for the property is Medium Density 
Residential, which is defined as having six to 14 dwelling units per acre.  The requested initial zoning of RM-3 permits up to 
12.4 dwelling units per acre.  The RM-3 zoning establishes density based on a minimum lot area per dwelling unit of  
3,500 square feet. With no density available on the south upper reaches of the site above the Blue Line, the developable area 
is just 37,818 square feet (or about just under an acre) permitting the nine units the applicant intends to develop on the site and 
well within the Medium Density Residential land use designation.    
 
The maps in Figures 17a, 17b, and 17c provide a comparison of the regulatory framework for the site: 17a is the BVCP land 
use map; 17b are nearby annexations over time, and 17c the city’s zoning map for properties that have been annexed. As can 
be noted, the BVCP identifies a portion of the site for Medium Density Residential and the adjacent property has the same 
designation along with “Open Space Development Rights.”  The properties to the north and east were annexed in the 1980s 
with an initial zoning of RM-3 while the property located at 210 Arapahoe Ave. that was constructed at a medium density, was 
annexed in the 2000s with an RM-2 zoning designation.  The applicant is proposing RM-3 consistent both with the BVCP Land 
Use Designation as well as adjacent property to the east.  The proposed RM-3 zoning intent is defined in the Land Use Code 
section 9-5-2, B.R.C. 1981 as follows, 

 
“Medium density residential areas primarily used for small-lot residential development, including without limitation, 
duplexes, triplexes, or townhouses, where each unit generally has direct access at ground level. 
 

Upon annexation, the applicant indicated that the intent is to construct nine residential units which would meet the intent of the 
Medium Density Residential Land Use designation, along with the definition of RM-3 zoning.   
 
Consistency with BVCP Policies for Annexation.  The annexation of property into the City of Boulder with an initial zoning 
of residential would be consistent with two specific policies: 1.19 Jobs:Housing Balance and 2.03 Compact Land Use Pattern.  
However, the annexation as proposed by the applicant was not found to be consistent with the BVCP Annexation Policy 
related to the provision of community benefit (BVCP Policy 1.24d) as follows: 
 

“In order to reduce the negative impacts of new development in the Boulder Valley, the city will annex Area II 
land with significant development or redevelopment potential only if the annexation provides a special 
opportunity or benefit to the city. For annexation considerations, emphasis will be given to the benefits 
achieved from the creation of permanently affordable housing. Provision of the following may also be 
considered a special opportunity or benefit: receiving sites for transferable development rights (TDRs), 
reduction of future employment projections, land and/or facilities for public purposes over and above that 
required by the city’s land use regulations, environmental preservation, or other amenities determined by the 
city to be a special opportunity or benefit. Parcels that are proposed for annexation that are already 
developed and which are seeking no greater density or building size would not be required to assume and 
provide that same level of community benefit as vacant parcels unless and until such time as an application 
for greater development is submitted.” 
 

  

Key Issue 2.   Is the proposed Annexation consistent with the BVCP Planning Area, Land Use & Policies?  
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Figure 17a 
Land Use 

Figure 17b 
Annexations 

Figure 17c 
Zoning 

Figures 17, 17b and 17c 
Context of BVCP Land Use, Annexations over Time and Zoning 
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The applicant’s written statement provided in Attachment C indicates an alternative means to preserve the historic buildings on 
the site.  Rather than seeking individual landmark status for both the existing barn and the existing house as previously 
proposed, the applicant has indicated preservation would be through covenants and application for demolition.  Further, there is 
no proposal by the applicant to landmark the Anderson Ditch headwall or the original stone retaining walls on the property, as 
was discussed at Concept Plan. The applicant indicated the benefit of preserving the existing long lived oak on the property.  
Further, the applicant is proposing 42.9 percent of the proposed residential units (or three of the nine units) would be provided 
as permanently affordable rather that 50 percent that staff recommends. The applicant proposes that the area of the site above 
the Blue Line (and within Planning Area III Rural Preserve) would be a Scenic Easement, with the flat (terraced) portion of that 
area used by the residents as an open space amenity. It is staff’s recommendation that the area above the Blue Line be 
dedicated in fee to the City of Boulder’s Open Space and Mountain Parks consistent with the property immediately adjacent to 
the east, as further discussed in Key Issue 2. 
 
Comments from the Concept Plan review from both Planning Board and City Council included recommendations that the 
applicant look to a greater number of permanently affordable units on the site and that the market rate residential units be 
smaller than was proposed at Concept Plan.  For this reason, staff recommends a size restriction for market rate units with the 
building footprint not exceeding 1,200 square feet including the garage space.  Net zero energy efficiency was also discussed 
at Concept Plan review for which a condition of annexation was added by staff in the draft agreement. 
 
It is important to note that the terms of annexation are negotiated and the outcomes vary on a case-by-case basis. While staff 
and the applicant have discussed the terms of the community benefit over the course of a number of months, the applicant has 
requested the application proposal be heard under the terms that they are currently proposing (refer to Attachment C, Written 
Statement).  Because many of the terms put forth by the applicant varied significantly from previous terms from Concept Plan, 
the city’s response was to forward an annexation agreement with terms that could meet BVCP Policy 1.24 (cited above under 
Key Issue 2).  In an email sent to staff dated April 25, 2016, the applicant confirmed that they received the draft Annexation 
Agreement and states, “we decline to sign it in its current form.” The Draft Annexation Agreement includes, but is not limited to, 
the following terms: 
 

 Site Review application prior to building permit or subdivision 

 Pay Plant Investment Fees for existing development 

 Conveyance to the City of Anderson Ditch shares 

 Fee simple dedication of area above Blue Line to the city’s OSMP for preservation and management 

 For that portion of the property that currently lies within Planning Area III, Rural Preservation of the Boulder Valley 
Comprehensive Plan, no development shall occur within that land area and that same land area shall not be 
considered to determine the development potential of the Property under Title 9, “Land Use Code,” B.R.C. 1981.   

 Net zero energy efficiency for the development 

 Application for landmarking of the existing house, barn, retaining walls and Anderson Ditch head gate and walls. 

 Market unit size restriction, no unit greater than 2,200 sq. ft. of floor area including in attached garages. 

 Affordable housing requirement: 
 

o 50% of all units shall be permanently affordable (PAs) 
o 50% of all permanently affordable units (PAs) shall be affordable to middle income households 

(households earning the Federal Housing and Urban Development (“HUD”) low income limit plus twenty-
five percent and qualifying household incomes shall be set at HUD plus thirty-five percent.  

o 50% of all permanently affordable units (Pas) shall be affordable to low/moderate income households; 
currently low moderate prices are set at the federal Housing and Urban Development (HUD) low income 
limit for Boulder and qualifying household incomes are set at HUD plus ten percent (HUD + 10%) 

o All affordable units shall have no fewer than two bedrooms  
o Each affordable unit shall include a useable yard or deck no smaller than 200 square feet 
o The floor area of each two bedroom unit excluding garages shall be 1,200 square feet plus/minus fifty 

percent 
o The permanently affordable units shall have parking accommodations and garages of similar size and 

design as the market units on the property. 
o PAs constructed concurrent with market and integrated throughout.  
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The proposed initial zoning of Residential Medium – 3 (RM-3) is considered consistent with the BVCP Land Use 
Designation of Medium Density Residential and with the limit of urbanization as defined by the Blue Line.  This relationship 
can be seen below in Figure 18a through 18c.  The RM-3 zoning permits up to 12.4 dwelling units per acre.  There’s also a 
minimum lot area per dwelling unit of 3,500 square feet.  Because the upper reaches of the site are above the Blue Line and 
within Planning Area III Rural Preserve that area of the site has to be deducted from the overall developable area.  In 
addition, those areas also coincide with very steep, undevelopable slopes.  As a result, the net developable area on the site, 
from which density can be calculated is 37,818 square feet (or about just under an acre). The applicant has indicated in the 
written statement the intent to pursue nine units. This would be consistent with RM-3 zoning, and the adjacent existing 
medium density land use and RM-3 zoning to the east.  There is a requirement within the annexation agreement that the 
density of the property be calculated only based upon the area below the Blue Line. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Consistency of the Initial Zoning with the BVCP Goals/Policies.  Per the Land Use Code section 9,-2-17 “Zoning of 
Annexed Land,” B.R.C. 1981, initial zoning “shall be consistent with the goals and land use designations of the Boulder Valley 
Comprehensive Plan.”    The following is a consistency analysis with the planned initial zoning of RM-3 to several specific 
BVCP policies: 

 
2.03 Compact Development Pattern 
The city and county will, by implementing the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan, ensure that development will take place 
in an orderly fashion, take advantage of existing urban services, and avoid, insofar as possible, patterns of leapfrog, 
noncontiguous, scattered development within the Boulder Valley. The city prefers redevelopment and infill as compared to 
development in an expanded Service Area in order to prevent urban sprawl and create a compact community. 
 

The initial zoning of RM-3 would be consistent with the Medium Density Residential Land use and with these 
designations the city anticipates urban development as part of the compact development pattern for this part of the 
city.   

 
2.04 Open Space Preservation 
The city and county will permanently preserve lands with open space values by purchasing or accepting donations of fee 
simple interests, conservation easements or development rights and other measures as appropriate and financially feasible. 
Open space values include use of land for urban shaping and preservation of natural areas, environmental and cultural 

Key Issue 2.   Is the proposed annexation consistent with the initial zoning of RM-3 zoning? 

Figure 18a 
BVCP Land Use 
and Blue Line 

Location 

Figure 18b 
Existing Zoning 

Figure 18c 
PROPOSED Zoning 
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resources, critical ecosystems, water resources, agricultural land, scenic vistas and land for passive recreational use. 
 

The initial zoning of RM-3 is planned only within the area of the property that is below the Blue Line and within 
Planning Area III.  Through the terms of annexation as proposed by the city, the area above the Blue Line and 
Planning Area III- Rural Preserve would meet this policy by ensuring preservation of that land in perpetuity.  However, 
the applicant has not agreed to dedicate land above the Blue Line in fee.    

 
2.16 Mixed Use and Higher Density Development 
The city will encourage well-designed mixed use and higher density development that incorporates a substantial amount of 
affordable housing in appropriate locations, including in some commercial centers and industrial areas and in proximity to 
multimodal corridors and transit centers.  

 
The RM-3 zoning is a comparatively higher density zoning.  While this initial zoning is consistent with the BVCP land 
use where density of up to 14 dwelling units per acre are anticipated; on a property within ¼ to ½ mile walking distance 
of several bus transit lines (including:  the N, the Climb, and the 205), there is not a “substantial amount of affordable 
housing” planned as a part of the terms of annexation by the applicant.    

 
2.33 Environmentally Sensitive Urban Design 
For capital improvements and private development, the city and county will strive to ensure that buildings, streets, utilities 
and other infrastructure are located and designed to protect natural systems, minimize energy use, urban heat island effects 
and air and water pollution, and support clean energy generation. 
 

Located outside of the area designated as Planning Area III Rural Preservation, the area of the site planned for RM-3 
zoning will ensure preservation of rural land use and a defined line for urban development.  This will further ensure 
that the buildings, streets, utilities and other infrastructure are located on the site to protect natural systems, as the 
policy requires.  According to page 27 of the BVCP, the intent of the Planning Area III Rural Preservation designation 
is “where rural land uses and character will be preserved through existing and new rural land use preservation 
techniques and no new urban development will be allowed during the planning period.” However, this policy 
consistency applies only to the initial zoning of RM-3 in the planned location on the site, as the applicant indicated 
preference to instead utilize a portion of the area above the Blue Line for private open space use for the residents of 
the property.   
 

3.03 Natural Ecosystems 
The city and county will protect and restore significant native ecosystems on public and private lands through land use 
planning, development review, conservation easements, acquisition and public land management practices. The protection 
and enhancement of biological diversity and habitat for federal endangered and threatened species and state, county and 
local species of concern will be emphasized. Degraded habitat may be restored and selected extirpated species may be 
reintroduced as a means of enhancing native flora and fauna in the Boulder Valley. 

 
And 

 
3.04 Ecosystem Connections and Buffers 
The city and county recognize the importance of preserving large areas of unfragmented habitat in supporting the 
biodiversity of its natural lands and viable habitat for native species. The city and county will work together to preserve, 
enhance, restore and maintain undeveloped lands critical for providing ecosystem connections and buffers for joining 
significant ecosystems. 

 
The initial zoning of RM-3 for the area of the site as identified in Figure 17c, below the Blue Line and outside of the 
area identified as Area III Rural Preservation, would be consistent with these policies only if the annexation terms to 
dedicate in fee the land above the Blue Line were agreed to by the applicant. This will ensure contiguous Open Space 
lands to ensure ecosystem connectivity.  
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The site also is encompassed within an area mapped as a “Natural Ecosystem Overlay” as noted on  
page 68 of the BVCP  

 
“In order to encourage environmental preservation, a Natural Ecosystem overlay is applied over 
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations throughout the Boulder Valley Planning Area. Natural 
ecosystems are defined as areas that support native plants and animals or possess important ecological, 
biological or geological values that represent the rich natural history of the Boulder Valley. The Natural 
Ecosystems overlay also identifies connections and buffers that are important for sustaining biological 
diversity and viable habitats for native species, for protecting the ecological health of certain natural systems, 
and to buffer potential impacts from adjacent land uses. A Natural Ecosystems overlay will not necessarily 
preclude development or human use of a particular area or supersede any other land use designation but will 
serve to identify certain 2010 Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan environmental issues in the area. The 
overlay will serve to guide the city and the county in decisions about public acquisition, purchase of 
development rights or conservation easements, promotion of private land conservation practices, density 
transfers, rezonings, development review, annexations and initial zonings, rezonings, service area boundary 
changes, and subcommunity and departmental master planning. A description of the criteria used to identify 
lands suitable for a Natural Ecosystems designation can be found in the environmental resources element of 
the plan on the web at: www.bouldervalleycompplan.net.” 

 
Given the location of the site within the Natural Ecosystem Overlay, any development would occur below the Blue Line and 
outside of Planning Area III Rural Preserve. Dedication of land above the Blue Line to OSMP will help to establish 
opportunity for greater ecosystem connectivity and less fragmentation of habitat. 
   
2.31 Design of Newly-Developing Areas 
The city will encourage a neighborhood concept for new development that includes a variety of residential densities, 
housing types, sizes and prices, opportunities for shopping, nearby support services and conveniently sited public facilities, 
including roads and pedestrian connections, parks, libraries and schools. 
 

The planned RM-3 density will permit a variety of residential densities  of up to 12.4 dwelling units per acre.  The 
density that is planned is consistent with this policy however, the terms of the annexation offered by the applicant 
would not encourage a significant range of types, sizes or prices particularly given the limited scope of affordability 
offered by the applicant.   

 
7.01 Local Solutions to Affordable Housing 
The city and county will employ local regulations, policies, and programs to meet the housing needs of their low and 
moderate income households and workforce. Appropriate federal, state and local programs and resources will be used 
locally and in collaboration with other jurisdictions. The city recognizes that affordable housing provides a significant 
community benefit and will continually monitor and evaluate its policies, programs and regulations to further the city’s 
affordable housing goals. 
 

And 
 
7.02 Permanently Affordable Housing 
The city will increase the proportion of permanently affordable housing units to an overall goal of at least ten percent of the 
total existing housing stock through regulations, financial subsidies and other means. City resources will also be directed 
toward maintaining existing permanently affordable housing units and securing replacements for lost low and very low 
income units.  
 

While the planned RM-3 density permits up to 12.4 dwelling units per acre, the only means for establishing 
permanently affordable housing on the site is through annexation.  While the applicant is proposing 42.9 percent 
permanently affordable housing as a community benefit for the site (equivalent to three of the planned nine units on 
the site per the applicant’s written statement), the policy and practice for the past several years has been that 40 to 60 
percent of the new residential development would be permanently affordable to low and middle income households, 
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usually split evenly between the two income groups. This percentage is determined based on the other community 
benefits offered by the applicant at the time of annexation.  Because the community benefit that was offered by the 
applicant beyond the three permanently affordable residential units (along with preservation of the Oak tree and 
preservation of the historic buildings only through covenants and the demolition permit process, the terms of the 
annexation would not meet this policy. 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT AND PROCESS: 
Required public notice was given in the form of written notification mailed to all property owners within  
600 feet of the subject site and a sign posted on the property for at least 10 days. All notice requirements of section 9-4-3, 
B.R.C. 1981 have been met.  There were no comments received on the application. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Based on the analysis within this memorandum, staff recommends that Planning Board recommend denial of the annexation 
and initial zoning. Further, staff recommends that the board only consider annexation when a detailed site development plan 
(i.e., Site Review application) is submitted in conjunction with annexation; and when the applicant provides a written statement 
that delineates Community Benefits in alignment with city policies. If the board is to consider future annexation of the property, 
staff requests that the board provide staff and the applicant with guidance on the conditions of annexation as proposed by staff 
to the applicant in the Draft Annexation Agreement, Attachment D. 

Therefore, staff recommends that Planning Board adopt the following Motions: 
 

Motion to recommend to City Council denial of the proposed annexation with initial zoning of Residential – Medium 3 
(RM-3) pertaining to request No. LUR2014-00068, incorporating this staff memorandum as findings of fact. 
 
Motion to approve the proposed corrections to the Planning Area II/II boundary line and the Medium Density 
Residential Land Use line errors, to ensure the boundary lines coincide with the alignment of the adopted Blue Line in 
this location.  

 

 
 
ATTACHMENT: 
 
A: Consistency with Annexation Review Criteria and BVCP Annexation Policies 
B: Annexation Map 
C: Applicant’s Written Statement 
D: Draft Annexation Agreement  
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(1) Minimum Required Contiguity: At least one-sixth of the perimeter of the area to be annexed shall be contiguous 

to the city limits. 
 The property has 1/6th contiguity to the city limits on the north and east perimeter of the site. 
 
(2) Annexation by Petition: A petition must be presented by more than half of the landowners owning more than 

fifty percent of the area to be annexed.   For enclaves and municipally owned property, the City may take the 
initiative without petition. 

 A petition was provided and signed by 100% of the landowners owning the area to be annexed. 
 
(3) Annexation by Election: Under certain conditions, an election may be held by the property owners and 

registered electors within the area to be annexed. 
 Not applicable 

 
 
 

   

Meets Criteria   Specific Criteria:  State Annexation Law 

 
Yes 

 
 
 

Yes 
 
 
 

n/a   
 

Meets Criteria   Specific Criteria:   
No 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

No 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No 

 

BVCP Policy 1.16 Adapting to Limits on Physical Expansion 
As the community expands to its planned physical boundaries, the city and county will increasingly 
emphasize preservation and enhancement of the physical, social and economic assets of the community.  
Cooperative efforts and resources will be focused on maintaining and improving the quality of life within 
defined physical boundaries, with only limited expansion of the city. 
 
Given the limited expansion potential of the city, and based on comments made in the Concept Plan review hearings, 
efforts must be made to improve the quality of life within the defined physical boundaries through provision of a greater 
percentage of permanently affordable housing on the site.  Similarly, the preservation of the area above the Blue Line 
would be best achieved through dedication in fee of the property to Open Space and Mountain Parks (OSMP) to 
achieve greater habitat preservation and consistent with the area above the Blue Line on the adjacent property located 
directly east of the site.  With a number of historic resources on the property (two buildings; the historic Anderson 
Ditch; and existing rock retaining walls) assurances of preservation of these resources must be made through 
application for landmarks status.  Given that the applicant’s proposal to annex with three units of affordable housing, 
without assurances of preservation of historic resources through the landmarks preservation process, and no offer for 
dedication of land above the Blue Line, the annexation proposal does not meet this BVCP annexation policy. 
 
BVCP Policy 1.18 Growth Requirements 
The overall effect of urban growth must add significant value to the community improving quality of life. The 
city will require development and redevelopment as a whole to provide significant community benefits, 
achieve sustainability goals for urban form, and to maintain or improve environmental quality as a 
precondition for further housing and community growth. 
 
To be consistent with this policy, the annexation must provide “significant community benefits.”In this case, the 
applicant is providing less than fifty percent permanently affordable units, is not proposing to landmark the historic 
resources on the site, and is not proposing dedication of the land above the Blue Line to Open Space and Mountain 
Parks, the annexation does not meet this BVCP policy. 
 
BVCP Policy 1.19 Jobs:Housing Balance 
Boulder is a major employment center, with more jobs than housing for people who work here. This has 
resulted in both positive and negative impacts including economic prosperity, significant in-commuting, and 
high demand on existing housing. The city will continue to be a major employment center and will seek 
opportunities to improve the balance of jobs and housing while maintaining a healthy economy. This will be 
accomplished by encouraging new housing and mixed use neighborhoods in areas close to where people 
work, encouraging transit-oriented development in appropriate locations, preserving service commercial uses, 
converting industrial uses to residential uses in appropriate locations, improving regional transportation 
alternatives and mitigating the impacts of traffic congestion. 
 
The proposed initial zoning of Residential – Medium 3 that could yield nine residential units would provide new housing 
close to transit and downtown Boulder.  However, the lack of a higher percentage of permanently affordable residential 
units on the site would likely not contribute to “work force” housing that is part of the Jobs:Housing imbalance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT A:  Review Criteria  
Consistency with State Annexation Law (31-12-101 et seq., C.R.S.) and 

City of Boulder Policy 1.24 for Annexations 
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a) Annexation will be required before adequate facilities and services are furnished.  
 
The site will be required to pay appropriate fees and install utility line infrastructure commensurate with annexation. 
 
b) The city will actively pursue annexation of county enclaves, Area II properties along the western boundary, and other 
fully developed Area II properties. County enclave means an unincorporated area of land entirely contained within the 
outer boundary of the city. Terms of annexation will be based on the amount of development potential as described in 
(c), (d), and (e) of this policy. Applications made to the county for development of enclaves and Area II lands in lieu of 
annexation will be referred to the city for review and comment. The county will attach great weight to the city’s response 
and may require that the landowner conform to one or more of the city’s development standards so that any future 
annexation into the city will be consistent and compatible with the city’s requirements.  
 
The parcel would be considered of high priority to annex since it is an Area II property along the western boundary. 

 
c) Annexation of existing substantially developed areas will be offered in a manner and on terms and conditions that 
respect existing lifestyles and densities. The city will expect these areas to be brought to city standards only where 
necessary to protect the health and safety of the residents of the subject area or of the city. The city, in developing 
annexation plans of reasonable cost, may phase new facilities and services. The county, which now has jurisdiction over 
these areas, will be a supportive partner with the city in annexation efforts to the extent the county supports the terms 
and conditions being proposed.  
 
The property is not considered substantially developed because the additional development potential under an initial zoning of 
RM-3 through annexation.  
 
d) In order to reduce the negative impacts of new development in the Boulder Valley, the city will annex Area II land with 
significant development or redevelopment potential only if the annexation provides a special opportunity or benefit to 
the city. For annexation considerations, emphasis will be given to the benefits achieved from the creation of permanently 
affordable housing. Provision of the following may also be considered a special opportunity or benefit: receiving sites 
for transferable development rights (TDRs), reduction of future employment projections, land and/or facilities for public 
purposes over and above that required by the city’s land use regulations, environmental preservation, or other amenities 
determined by the city to be a special opportunity or benefit. Parcels that are proposed for annexation that are already 
developed and which are seeking no greater density or building size would not be required to assume and provide that 
same level of community benefit as vacant parcels unless and until such time as an application for greater development 
is submitted.  
 
The applicant’s written statement does not indicate intent to seek individual landmark status for both the existing barn and the 
existing house, the Anderson Ditch headwall or the original stone retaining walls on the property. Rather, the applicant indicated 
that the historic buildings would be preserved through covenants and the demolition review process. Further, the applicant 
indicated that no more than three units would be provided as permanently affordable; and the area above the Blue Line will not be 
offered in fee, deeded to City’s Open Space and Mountain Parks, as desired by the city, but rather would be offered as a Scenic 
Easement. In addition, the applicant requests that a portion of the Scenic Easement area above the Blue Line be used by the 
residents as an open space amenity. The applicant indicated interest in preserving the long lived oak. Therefore, staff cannot 
make findings that the applicant meets this Annexation Policy.  

 
e) Annexation of substantially developed properties that allows for some additional residential units or commercial 
square footage will be required to demonstrate community benefit commensurate with their impacts. Further, 
annexations that resolve an issue of public health without creating additional development impacts should be 
encouraged.  
 
Not Applicable. The property is not considered to be substantially developed as the initial zoning would permit seven more 
residential units than are permitted today. 
 
f) There will be no annexation of areas outside the boundaries of the Boulder Valley Planning Area, with the possible 
exception of annexation of acquired open space.  
 

Meets Criteria   Specific Criteria:  City of Boulder Policy 1.24 for Annexations 

 
Yes 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N/A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N/A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No 
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The majority of the property is within Area II of the Boulder Valley Planning Area; the area within Planning Area III Rural 
Preservation within the property can be annexed if it is land dedicated in fee as acquired open space. However, that is not what 
the applicant is currently offering as a term for community benefit. 
 
g) Publicly owned property located in Area III and intended to remain in Area III may be annexed to the city if the property 
requires less than a full range of urban services or requires inclusion under city jurisdiction for health, welfare and 
safety reasons.  
 
Not Applicable, the property is not publicly owned. 

 
h) The Gunbarrel Subcommunity is unique because the majority of residents live in the unincorporated area and because 
of the shared jurisdiction for planning and service provision among the county, the city, the Gunbarrel Public 
Improvement District and other special districts. Although interest in voluntary annexation has been limited, the city and 
county continue to support the eventual annexation of Gunbarrel. If resident interest in annexation does occur in the 
future, the city and county will negotiate new terms of annexation with the residents. 
 
Not applicable, property not located within Gunbarrel Subcommunity. 
 

 
 

  

(a) Generally: Zoning of annexed land or land in the process of annexation shall be considered an initial zoning and shall 
be consistent with the goals and land use designations of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan. 

The planned initial zoning of RM-3 (Residential Medium 3) is consistent with the Medium Density Residential land use designation 
of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan. 

  

(b) Public Notification: When zoning of land is proposed in the process of annexation, the city manager will provide 
notice pursuant to section 9-4-3, "Public Notice Requirements," B.R.C. 1981. 

A public notice was sent per section 9-4-3, B.R.C. 1981 indicating proposed zoning of the land. 

 

(c) Sequence of Events: An ordinance proposing zoning of land to be annexed shall not be finally adopted by the city 
council before the date of final adoption of the annexation ordinance, but the annexation ordinance may include the 
zoning ordinance for the annexed property. 
 
Appropriate sequencing will occur at the time the ordinance is prepared. 

 

(d) Placement on Zoning Map: Any land annexed shall be zoned and placed upon the zoning map within ninety days after 
the effective date of the annexation ordinance, notwithstanding any judicial appeal of the annexation. The city shall not 
issue any building or occupancy permit until the annexed property becomes a part of the zoning map. 

Relevant upon annexation. 
 

(e) Nonconformance: A lot annexed and zoned that does not meet the minimum lot area or open space per dwelling unit 
requirements of section 9-7-1, "Schedule of Form and Bulk Standards," B.R.C. 1981, may be used notwithstanding such 
requirements in accordance with this code or any ordinance of the city, if such lot was a buildable lot under Boulder 
County jurisdiction prior to annexation. 

The lot to be annexed will not be considered non-conforming upon annexation and initial zoning. 
 

(f) Slopes: Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (a) of this section, any land proposed for annexation that 
contains slopes at or exceeding fifteen percent shall not be zoned into a classification which would allow development 
inconsistent with policies 3.10, 3.15, and 3.16 of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan. 

Approximately 0.1 acres of land on the property is contained in slopes that exceed 15 percent.  The remaining lower area of the 
site is approximately 12 percent with some areas terraced to be somewhat flatter.  

Meets Criteria   Specific Criteria:  City of Boulder Land Use Code section 9-2-17 policy for zoning of annexed land  

 
 

Yes 
 
 
 
 
 

Yes 
 
 
 

 
 Yes 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
Yes 
 
 
 
 
Yes 

 
 
 

 
 
 
Yes 
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ATTACHMENT B:   
Annexation Map 
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Application for Annexation / Initial Zoning

96 Arapahoe Avenue
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Application for Annexation / Initial Zoning
96 Arapahoe Avenue

12/07/2015

Written Statement for Resubmittal of Annexation / Initial Zoning
Date: 12/07/2015

SUMMARY
The Landowner is petitioning the City of Boulder to annex 96 Arapahoe and to grant vested rights in the
form of RM-3 Zoning.

Once the terms of the annexation agreement are finalized, it is the intent of the Landowner to
redevelop the property with residential dwelling units.

Per the Boulder Revised Code (BRC), Section 9-2-10, the Annexation request is in compliance with State
Statutes1 and the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP)2.

 The property sits on the western boundary of the City and has been designated Area II, which is
a property that the BVCP has identified as one that it will actively pursue for annexation3.

 Costs to the City to provide services to the property are nominal, as the property is currently
served by City water and sewer, roadway and bike paths currently border the property.

 The Landowner believes that the community benefits outlined here-in are commensurate with
the impacts that future residential redevelopment would bring4.

 Per the BVCP5, “Area II is anticipated to become part of the city within the planning period.”

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION
The existing Property is 59,801 sf (1.37 acres) and contains a residential duplex, a barn (once a retail
plant nursery store) and a large equipment shed. The previous Use was a commercial nursery and
residential property, and the property has been developed to a point approximately 80’ above the Blue
Line.

The site is approximately 120’ wide and 500’ long and is oriented up the north slope of a hill at the
entrance of Boulder Canyon. The bottom 2/3 of the Property has an average slope of 12% and consists
of a series of stone terraces. The top 1/3 of the Property is much steeper and is effectively separated

1 Meets requirements of Colorado Revised State Statute, Section 31-12-101
2 2010 BVCP, Policy 1.24 Annexation
32010 BVCP, Policy 1.24 Annexation (b) – “The city will actively pursue annexation of county enclaves, Area II
properties along the western boundary, and other fully developed Area II properties.”
4 As required per BVCP, Policy 1.25 Annexation (e)
5 2010 BVCP, Policy 1.24 Annexation (g)
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from the lower portion of the site by a cut in the hillside. Boulder Open Space borders 15% of the
property on the south and south-east.

The property occupies a unique location nestled at the base of the foothills and within walking distance
to both downtown and some of Boulder’s most popular parks, hiking trails, rock climbing and water
sports.

COMMUNITY BENEFIT
Per BVCP, Policy 1.24(e) – “Annexation of substantially developed properties that allows for some
additional residential units or commercial square footage will be required to demonstrate community
benefit commensurate with their impacts.” ….

Per BVCP, Policy 1.24(d) – …”For annexation considerations, emphasis will be given to the benefits
achieved from the creation of permanently affordable housing. Provision of the following may also be
considered a special opportunity or benefit: receiving sites for transferable development rights (TDRs)
reduction of future employment projections, land and/or facilities for public purposes over and above
that required by the city’s land use, environmental preservation, or other amenities determined by the
city to be a special opportunity or benefit.”

The terms of the Annexation Agreement would include the following community benefit (refer to
Appendix A for more detail):

AFFORDABLE HOUSING – Any future residential development that would add more dwelling units to the
property would include a permanently affordable housing component. This component would be 42.9%
of the new dwelling units added to the property. The Affordable units will be constructed concurrent
with the Market rate units, be located roughly in the middle of the redevelopment and would be an
average of 1,150sf comprised of the following minimum requirements:

Affordable 1 – 2-bed/2-bath, attached duplex (1,015 sf +/-)
Affordable 2 – 2-bed/2-bath, attached duplex (1,015 sf +/-)
Affordable 3 – 3-bed/2 bath, 1-car garage and bike storage, single-family (1,420 sf +/-)

ENVIRONMENTAL GOALS OF THE CITY of carbon reduction would be reflected in any future
redevelopment by requiring new construction to implement sustainable building strategies above and
beyond those required by the City’s Green Point program.

In addition, the location on Boulder Creek multi-use path, proximity to downtown and access to public
transportation lends itself to the walkable and bike friendly transportation goals of the City. New
residential on this side of town would provide housing that wouldn’t overlap the predominant rush hour
traffic patterns.

PRESERVATION OF THE EXISTING HOUSE AND BARN. Landmarks Staff has identified two structures as
being desirable for preservation. The historical integrity of the house and barn would be protected by
covenants and by City requirements that require review demo proposed for structures over 50 years
old.
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In addition, Anderson Ditch is open for most of its length through the property, and it is agreed that the
ditch will remain open and its historic character maintained where visible.

PRESERVATION OF THE OAK. The existing oak identified by Staff would be preserved and any future
redevelopment of the property would require that a certified arborist be involved in order to protect the
health of the tree.

PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY will be improved by eliminating the use of the old septic tank next to the
ditch and tying into the City sewer system.

Any future redevelopment would require remediation of the cut adjacent to the shed through
stabilization and retaining strategies, and would require replacement of the existing access bridge over
the ditch.

Any future redevelopment would benefit the City through the fees assessed for new dwelling units,
which could be applied to other parts of the City’s system since there is not the need for the City to
extend or enlarge any City services to the property.

SCENIC EASEMENT of the upper 14.6% of the property would ensure that its natural state is maintained
where it is most visible from Settler’s Park. The line of the scenic easement will be defined by the
extension of the City of Boulder Open Space property-line located on the south-east end of 96
Arapahoe.
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Appendix A
Community Benefit

AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Any future residential development that would add more dwelling units to the property would include a
permanently affordable housing component. This component would be 42.9% of the new dwelling units
added to the property. (2) of the units would be priced for low/moderate income levels and (1) of the
units would be priced for middle income. The average size of the units would be 1,150 sf6. It is
anticipated that the permanently affordable units would conform to the minimum specifications
outlined below:

All of the units would have views of Settler’s Rock and be located in one of the most desirable locations
in the City. There are very few new affordable units constructed west of Broadway near downtown, so
it is anticipated that the units will be highly desirable.

In discussions with the Inclusionary Housing Program (IHP) Manager, it was indicated that prior
Annexations the City required that 40%-60% of new development to be designated as permanently
affordable and that the affordable units should be constructed concurrently with the redevelopment of
the property. It was indicated that the appropriate percentage of permanently affordable units would
be determined when weighed against the other Community Benefits proposed by the project and
through consideration of the redevelopment plan. The current version of the redevelopment plan is
dated 12/07/2015.

6 Area does not include garage area
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The percentage of affordable housing and the sizes/locations proposed are appropriate for the following
reasons:

1) The percentage of Affordable units being proposed is consistent with prior annexations that
have occurred over the past 15 years. The only annexation that required a higher percentage
offered no other community benefits (1000 Roasewood).

2) The percentage of Affordable units provided is based on the number of new dwelling units
proposed. All other annexations have given credit to existing dwelling units and based the
permanently affordable housing requirement on only the new dwelling units added to the
property. The basis for this comes from the BVCP, which states that…”Annexation of
substantially developed properties that allows for some additional residential units or
commercial square footage will be required to demonstrate community benefit commensurate
with their impacts.” As existing development does not trigger an ‘impact’, the community
benefit consideration should be, and historically has been, based on a development.

3) It is proposed that the duplex units (Affordable 1 &2) meet Low/Moderate income levels and
the single-family (Affordable 3) meet Medium level income. That would represent a percentage
of the total project of 28.6% Low/Mod and 14.3% for Medium income levels, which is a higher
percentage than previous annexations have provided7.

4) The sizes of the permanently affordable units are on the larger side or exceed the areas
identified in the Inclusionary Housing pricing chart.

a. The 1,015 sf, 2-bedroom duplex units (low/mod) are housed in the relocated and
refurbished barn structure. They have dedicated parking spots that are proposed as
being open. Bike racks would be provided for residents and guests. There are
unobstructed views of Settler’s Rock from the upper floor.

b. The 1,420 sf, 3-bedroom unit (medium income) has a 1-car garage and room for bike
storage, and the architecture will be consistent with the style of the new construction.
Views from the main floor extend over the existing home to Settler’s Rock.

5) The units are located in the middle of the project to address previously voiced concerns from
IHP. The proposed layout ensures that the Affordable units are not perceived to be in a less
desirable location. In order to make the project viable, the upper lots, which are the higher-
value lots need to be dedicated to the Market rate dwelling units. Our preference is to locate

7 With the exception of 1000 Rosewood
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the Affordable 3 unit at the entrance to the property because it would be a more appropriate
scale for the entrance of the redevelopment, but as a compromise, the units are located in the
middle of the lot, and enjoy exceptional views.

6) The barn has been identified by Landmarks Staff as a building that they would like to preserve,
and it is sized ideally for (2) 2-bedroom dwelling units. Staff has agreed that the building can
shift to the west and still retain largely the same historic relationship to the existing house. The
desire to keep the barn in the same general location as it currently sits is why the Affordable
duplex is located where it is.

7) The 3-bedroom affordable unit will be constructed as an Energy Star Certified Home.
8) IHP has previously supported a permanently affordable percentage of 42.9% 8 of new dwelling

units in their Land Use Review and Comments dated 12/19/2014. IHP did however request the
units be repositioned on the site and that the size/# of bedrooms for the units be modified9.
The modification suggested by IHP was for a total of (7) bedrooms and an average unit size of
1,150sf. Our current preliminary redevelopment plan (dated 12/07/2015) provides for (7)
bedrooms and average unit size of 1,150 sf.

As an alternative to the proposed permanently Affordable housing units, the Landowner would be

willing to pay 2x cash-in-lieu for one or more of the required Affordable dwelling units. This would be

similar to the annexation agreement for 2156 Tamarack in 2013. A recent article in the Daily Camera

indicated that affordable housing developers can leverage $4-$6 for every dollar contributed to the

program10. The City should be able to get more permanently affordable dwelling units out of a cash-in-

lieu payment than it would if the affordable housing was constructed on-site.11 There is nothing in the

BVCP that requires affordable housing to be constructed on annexed properties and the allowance for

cash-in-lieu has been previously exercised on 2156 Tamarack.

8 See Land Use Review and Comments from Case #LUR2014-00100 dated 12/19/2014, pages 2-3 comment #4 from
Michelle Allen.
9 See Land Use Review and Comments from Case #LUR2014-00100 dated 12/19/2014, pages 2-3 comment #5 from
Michelle Allen.
10 Betsey Martens from Boulder Housing Partners quoted in a Daily Camera article; ‘Boulder: Is Affordable Housing
Working?’, by Erica Meltzer, dated 12/13/14
11 Assuming cash-in-lieu payment for 1 DU of $359,942, the leveraged amount for affordable housing off-site
would be approximately $1.8M, or enough for (8) 2-bedroom units
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ENVIRONMENTAL GOALS OF THE CITY

Any future redevelopment of the property would incorporate sustainable building strategies that will
produce some of the most energy efficient and ‘green’ housing in the City. As more ‘green’ housing is
introduced to the real estate market in Boulder, the more the market will demand energy efficient and
healthy homes. Any development of new residential units would provide the following:

1) Greenhouse Gas Reduction Report - Builder will deliver a report to the City in the form of an
energy analysis that exhibits the reduction of greenhouses gasses that our buildings achieve
when compared against both a typical new home and a building that complies with Boulder’s
Green Point Requirements.

2) Passive Solar – Each new dwelling unit will be designed using energy modeling to identify the
ideal orientation of window openings. Window glazing will be selected, specific to its
placement, with optimal solar reflectance ratings.

3) Solar PV – The project will incorporate Solar PV systems to offset a minimum 60% of the
anticipated residential energy needs of the project12.

4) Electric Vehicle (EV) Charging Stations – All garages will be provided with EV charging capability.
5) Energy Efficient Building Design – All new dwelling units to be Energy Star Certified Homes. The

Certification includes benchmarks for HVAC design, moisture barriers, Indoor Air Quality (IAQ)
and an independent inspection regime. The Energy Star web site claims that Certified homes
reduce greenhouse gases by 3,700 lbs per year and uses 30% less energy than a typical new
home.

6) Advanced Storm Water Management – utilization of rain gardens, permeable paving at parking
areas and bio-swales to reduce peak runoff rates.

7) Reuse of Existing Structures – The existing house, barn and shed will be retained and
rehabilitated. The adaptation of existing structures reduces the need to extract fresh resources
and keeps the existing building materials out of local landfills.

8) Walkable Communities – In addition to the environmental and health benefits of residents being
able to walk/bike to nearby public and commercial amenities, this area of the City would benefit
from full-time residents utilizing the Boulder Creek Path. All garages will have space for a
minimum of 3 bikes.

12 Assume an average 6 KW system, which produces 9,168 kWh on average per year and requires 548 sf of area for
20% efficient panels or 731 sf for 15% efficient panels. The average household usage for Colorado is 687 kWh per
month, or 8,244 kWh/year. An energy model will determine the anticipated energy use of the homes, but for a
conservative preliminary estimate for the needs of the residential component, it was assumed that each residence
will use 1.5x the average Colorado household. With use of LEDs and Energy Star appliances, it is anticipated that
the actual usage will be lower, but the encouragement of EV could raise the usage higher. Residential usage will
be estimated without inclusion of EV.
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PRESERVATION OF THE EXISTING HOUSE AND BARN

Upon annexation of the property, protective covenants would be placed on two of the existing
structures. Landmarks Staff has determined that both the existing residence and the barn (excluding the
red addition) are desirable of preservation. Refer to Appendix B for photos of the existing buildings.
The Owner has agreed to retain both structures. Because the two structures are more than 50 years
old, it is felt that there is sufficient protection of the buildings once the property is annexed into the
City13, however the annexation agreement could contain language requiring review if future remodeling
is requested.

The Landowner requests that the following be allowed as conditions for placing protective covenants on
the two buildings:

1) That the limit of oversite be restricted to the exterior envelope of the structure(s) and not
extend to the rest of the property.

2) That the barn will be relocated and a new foundation constructed with the stone veneer
matching the existing eastern wall. The existing foundation is made primarily of cmu blocks that
are beginning to exhibit signs of failure. Landmarks Staff was most interested in the stone
veneer that is on approximately ¼ of the existing lower east wall of the barn, so this veneer
would be placed on the lower walls around the new foundation in the repositioned location.

3) The red addition on the front of the barn would be demolished, but the original wood
construction of the upper floor of the barn would be preserved and rehabilitated.

4) There is a painted ‘sign’ on the front of the barn which was identified as a distinctive feature by
Staff. The ‘sign’ is painted on the shingles that are likely original to the barn construction and
need, or will need, to be replaced. When the original shingles are replaced, the ‘sign’ would be
lost, although it could be replicated.

5) The existing residence would be allowed to have a new entry/connection to a new garage that
would be designed in an appropriate manner to leave the existing character of the home intact.

6) There would also be the ability to alter the home further. The alterations could be reviewed by
Landmarks Staff to ensure that the character of the existing structure is maintained.

7) The house would be converted back to its original use as a single-family home.

13 If the structure is more than 50 years old, then Landmarks Board approval is required for partial structure
demolition.
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PRESERVATION OF THE OAK

Any future redevelopment of the property would require that a certified arborist be retained to:
1) Provide a written plan reflecting best practices in order to protect the health of the tree.
2) Observe implementation of the plan and verify in writing that that plan was adhered to.

Care of the existing mature oak will be coordinated with our arborist. See Appendix B for letter from
arborist indicating that the existing tree shows signs of insect damage and that approximately half of the
root system is covered with concrete paving, which is blocking moisture and air from getting to the
roots. Given the existing condition of the tree, it is not a guarantee that the tree will survive whether or
not redevelopment occurs.

It is anticipated that redevelopment of the property would include removing the concrete paving that
covers 40%-50% of the root structure and that the roots of the tree would be aerated to improve its
health. Where new construction occurs under the crown, piers would be used to limit the root
disturbance. Overall, the continued health of the tree should be more viable when soils are exposed
and the roots are aerated versus keeping the current conditions in place.
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PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY

Upon annexation [within 360 days of adoption of the annexation ordinance] the existing residence will
abandon the existing septic tank and connect to the City sewer. The existing duplex and barn are served
by a Type 1 Septic Tank Based System that is assumed to have been installed when the residence was
constructed 60 years ago. The system is located just uphill from the Anderson Ditch. It is preferable
that the existing system be removed and the property to be connected to the City sewer, which is in the
street adjacent to the property.

Any future redevelopment of the property would include remediation of the existing cut in the hillside
above the Blue Line. The cut is mainly unsupported and is at a 1:1 slope along much of its length. While
the hillside remained intact during the 2013 flood, it is still desirable that remediation occur. Retaining
walls and fill from the excavation during redevelopment would be positioned to ensure the stability of
the hillside. Also, the cut is visible from Settler’s Park and appears as a scar on the landscape. It would
be visually more appealing if the slope was remediated and landscaped. The redevelopment would
terrace the cut with stones from the existing terraces on the lower part of the property and would place
landscaping that transitioned from the redevelopment to native vegetation up the hillside. Landscaping
would be irrigated utilizing the property’s water rights, as has been historically practiced.

Any future redevelopment of the property would include fees (impact, plant investment, etc.) that could
be directed to public infrastructure in other parts of the City, as the site already has utilities and
roadways serving it. Impact fees paid through the redevelopment would go toward city services that are
already being used by the residents of the property. Also, emergency services of the City are more
readily available to respond than County services, which will increase protection of the residents and
surrounding properties.

Any future redevelopment of the property would include replacing the existing concrete slab that gives
access to the property over the ditch. The existing access would be replaced with a new box culvert
designed to meet the load ratings required by emergency vehicle access.
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SCENIC EASEMENT

Upon annexation a Scenic Easement would be filed with the County Clerk for the upper 14.6% of the
property. The Scenic Easement would begin roughly at the top of the existing cut on the eastern
property line and would extend in the same bearing as the adjacent Boulder Open Space north property
line. The Scenic Easement would ensure that the most visible part of the property (from Settler’s Park)
would be left in its natural state.
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Yellow area indicates approximate area of proposed Scenic Easement
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Appendix B
Consultant Letters

Regarding Feasibility
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December 2, 2015 
 
Creative West Architects 
4400 Osage Drive 
Boulder, CO  80303 
 
 
RE:   96 Arapahoe Avenue 

Trip Generation Letter 
Boulder, CO 

 
 
McDowell Engineering has prepared a letter summarizing the anticipated project trip generation for the proposed 
residential infill development project located at 96 Arapahoe Avenue.       
 
Project Description 
 
The proposed residential infill project is located on a 1.37 acre site at the west end of Arapahoe Avenue.  The lot 
currently has a duplex, nursery barn, and equipment shed.  The applicant is proposing to redevelop the site with 
five single family homes and four duplex units.  Three of the units will qualify as affordable housing units.   
 
The site will take access to Arapahoe Avenue from the current site access location on the northwest corner of the 
property.  Residents will access the Boulder Creek Path via a sidewalk located directly across from the site access. 
 
A map showing  the general vicinity of  the project  is shown  in Figure 1 – Vicinity Map.   The current site plan  is 
included in Figure 2 – Site Plan. 
 

 
Figure 1: Vicinity Map 
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Travel Demand Management (TDM) Strategies 
 
TDM effectiveness depends upon a variety of  factors such as  the distance  to multimodal amenities and  level of 
service of the available facilities. 
 
96 Arapahoe has direct access to many local amenities that encourage alternative modes of transportation.   
 

 Secure Bike Storage:   The project will encourage  the use of bicycle  transportation by providing bicycle 
storage via garages and bike racks.  Seven of the nine homes will have garages.  Bicycle storage racks will 
be provided for the two duplex units that do not have a garage. 

 Boulder Creek Path:  The Boulder Creek Path is located opposite of the project site, on the north side of 
Arapahoe Avenue.   The project’s  internal sidewalk directly aligns with  the Boulder Creek Path’s access.  
This path connects the Boulder Canyon to downtown Boulder and east Boulder.  The Boulder Creek Path 
connects to the City’s greater path network and numerous pedestrian and bicycle facilities.  The multiuse 
path is maintained year‐round. 

 Local/Regional  Transit  Service:    Three  local/regional  bus  routes  run  on  Canyon  Boulevard,  with  a 
local/regional bus stop  located 1,400  feet  from  the site.   Three additional routes can be accessed  from 
Arapahoe Avenue and 9th Street, located 3,000 feet east of the site. 

 Hiking Trails:  Two trailheads to local hiking trails are located within a very close proximity to the site.  The 
Red Rocks/Settler’s Park Trailhead  is  located 1,000 feet to the northeast and the Viewpoint Trailhead  is 
located 1,500 feet east of the project site. 

 Park Access:   The Eben G. Fine Park  is  located between Arapahoe Avenue and Boulder Creek.   This park 
contains portions of the Boulder Creek and Boulder Creek Path with a variety of recreational amenities, 
including  a  playground,  open  turf,  a  picnic  shelter  and  additional  picnic  areas. A multi‐use  pedestrian 
bridge over Boulder Creek connects the park to the Red Rocks and Settler's Park.  

 Other  Recreational  Opportunities:    In  addition  to  the  hiking,  biking,  walking  opportunities  described 
above, the project location provides access to Boulder Creek and Boulder Canyon rock climbing. 

 Bike Share Access:   BCycle has a bike‐share station with bicycles available at the Justice Center, which  is 
located 2,500 feet east of the project site. 

The  impact  of  TDM  on  vehicular  trip  is  cumulative.    Transit  service may  decrease  vehicular  traffic  by  1‐15% 
depending on  the quality of  the available  transit service.1 This project could expect approximately a six percent 
reduction, given that the network provides an enhanced service in the project area.  Biking and walking access can 
provided  a  1‐9%  reduction  based  upon  the  quality  and  access  provided  by  the  entire  path  system’s  access  to 
desired destinations.1 The City of Boulder has excellent connectivity with the bicycle and pedestrian access. This 
project is located only step from the major spine of the system, the Boulder Creek Path.  Combined with the site’s 
planned secure parking, the full 9% reduction is anticipated.  This totals an anticipated vehicular trip reduction of 
15% given the features described above. 

Trip Generation 
 
The  total anticipated number of  trips  for  the proposed  site was estimated using  the  Institute of Transportation 
Engineers’ Trip Generation Manual.2 As  can be  seen  in Table 1,  the proposed  residential project  is expected  to 
generate a total of 58 trips over the course of an average weekday, including a total of 5 trips during the evening 
peak hour.   
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The TDM factors accounted for a reduction of one trip per hour in both the morning and evening peak hours.  This 
could be considered a conservative estimate given the location and connectivity of this project site. 
 
The anticipated  increase  in vehicular traffic compared to the existing use for this site  is 4vph with the additional 
residential buildout. 
 

PROJECT NUMBER: M1204

PREPARED BY: KJS

DATE:

REVISED:

Average

Weekday

ITE Code

AM Peak 

Hour Rate

PM Peak 

Hour Rate

Avg. 

Weekday 

Rate

Trips    

(vpd) % Trips Trips % Trips Trips % Trips Trips % Trips Trips

Existing Trip Generation 
1

#230 Duplex Residential 2 dwell ing units 0.33 0.43 5.00 10 28% 0 72% 0 65% 1 35% 0

Multimodal  Trip Reduction ‐15% ‐1 0 0 0 0

Total   Vehicular Trips  from 96 Arapahoe 9 0 0 1 0

Proposed Trip Generation 
1

#210 Single Family Home 5 dwell ing units 0.75 1.00 9.52 48 25% 1 75% 3 63% 3 37% 2

#230 Duplex Residential 4 dwell ing units 0.33 0.43 5.00 20 28% 0 72% 1 65% 1 35% 1

Subtotal 68 1 4 4 2

Multimodal  Trip Reduction ‐15% ‐10 0 ‐1 ‐1 0

Total   Vehicular Trips  from 96 Arapahoe 58 1 3 3 2

1
 Values  obtained from Trip Generation, 9th Edition,  Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2012.

Inbound Outbound Inbound

2‐Dec‐15

Outbound

Units

Table 1 ‐ Project Trip Generation

96 Arapahoe

Estimated Project‐Generated Traffic1

Morning Peak Hour Evening Peak Hour

 
 
Internal Site Circulation Recommendations 
 
The  site  shall  be  configured  to  allow  adequate  access  for  all  forms  of  traffic.    It  shall  encourage  bicycle  and 
pedestrian  activity.    The  current  site  plan  shows  a  sidewalk  located  along  the  eastern  edge  of  the  internal 
driveway.   With  only  5vph  anticipated  during  the  peak  traffic  hours,  this  allocation  is more  than  adequate  to 
accommodate  the  proposed  residential  units.    It  could  be  expected  that  with  such  low  traffic  (5vph),  some 
multimodal travel may occur in the shared driveway as well. 
 
The sidewalk is aligned with the Boulder Creek Path’s opposite access to Arapahoe Avenue, as recommended. 
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Conclusions 
 
Appropriate  TDM  strategies  have  been  incorporated  into  the  current  site  plan.  The  traffic  projections  for  the 
proposed 96 Arapahoe residential infill project are anticipated to be negligible at 5vph.   
 
Sincerely, 
McDowell Engineering 
 
 
 
Kari McDowell Schroeder, PE, PTOE 
Traffic/Transportation Engineer 
 
 
References: 

1 TDM Impact on Commuters.  City of Boulder, 2015. 
2 Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition.  Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2012.  
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November 05, 2015

Good afternoon,

This letter is in reference to the property 96 Arapahoe Ave, Boulder, CO 80302. The 
Oak on the West of the property received a class 2 crown clean in October 2015. 
The arborist Dustin Brown, RM 2444A, feels the tree is in good to moderate health. 
He did note that the tree does currently have Kermes Scale.  A good amount of the 
root structure of the Oak tree is under pavement that is currently on the property. His 
recommendation is that a construction safe zone be put in place to minimize dam-
age to the root structure.

Thank you,
Dustin R Brown

Letter Prepared by
Brandy Brown
Manager

Blue River Forestry & Tree Care

	 	

PO Box 18744
Boulder, CO  80308

T 720-256-9056
F1-866-904-1191
blueriverforestry@comcast.net

BLUE RIVER FORESTRY
&Tree Care

www.bluerivertreecare.com 
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Appendix C
Existing Buildings
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 For Administrative Use Only 

 Address:  96 Arapahoe Avenue 

 Applicant:  96 Arapahoe Avenue LLC  

 Approval No.  LUR2014-00068  
 

ANNEXATION AGREEMENT 

 

THIS AGREEMENT, made this _____ day of ______________, 20___, by and between 

the City of Boulder, a Colorado home rule city, hereinafter referred to as "City," and 96 

Arapahoe Avenue, LLC, a Colorado limited liability company, hereinafter referred to as 

"Applicant:" 

 

WITNESSETH: 

 

 RECITALS 

 

WHEREAS, the Applicant is the owner of the real property generally described as 96 

Arapahoe Avenue and more particularly described on Exhibit A, included by reference and 

hereby made a part of this Agreement (the "Property"); and 

 

WHEREAS, the Applicant is interested in obtaining approval from the City of a request 

for the annexation of the Property with an initial zoning designation of Residential - Medium 3 

(RM-3); and 

 

WHEREAS, the City is interested in insuring that certain terms and conditions of 

annexation be met by the Applicant in order to protect the public health, safety and welfare and 

prevent the placement of an unreasonable burden on the physical, social, economic, or 

environmental resources of the City.  

 

COVENANTS 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the recitals, promises and covenants herein set 

forth and other good and valuable consideration herein receipted for, the parties agree as follows: 

 

1. Requirements.  The Applicant shall be required to do the following: 

 

A. Prior to first reading of the annexation ordinance before City Council, the 

Applicant shall: 

 

      i. Provide an updated title commitment current within 30 days. 
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ii. Pay a Storm Water and Flood Management Utility Plant Investment Fee of 

$29,318.00, in accordance with Section 11-5-7, B.R.C. 1981, based upon 

an impervious area of 13,700 square feet. 

 

iii. Pay the Housing Excise Tax of $617.32, in accordance with Section 3-9-2, 

B.R.C. 1981, based upon a square footage of 2,684 square feet. 

 

iv. Convey to the City, at no cost to the City, all of the shares of the Anderson 

Ditch associated with the Property by quitclaim deed and stock 

assignment.   

 

v. Sign and file petitions for inclusion in the Northern Colorado Water 

Conservancy District – Boulder Municipal Sub-District and pay all 

applicable fees on land and improvements for inclusion in such districts.  

 

vi.   Convey to the City, at no cost to the City, by deed, the southern portion of 

the Property that is located above the Blue Line, substantially in the form 

attached as Exhibit B and subject to approval of the City Manager.  

  

vii. At the time of applying for building permits including an addition or 

redevelopment of the existing residence, an automatic fire sprinkler 

system shall be installed within the residence. 

  

B. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for a new dwelling unit or new 

building on the Property, the Applicant shall construct or reconstruct and 

complete the following public improvements, meeting the City of Boulder Design 

and Construction Standards, and subject to review and acceptance by the City 

Manager: 

 

i. Construction of a five-foot wide detached sidewalk and landscape strip  

along the south side of Arapahoe Avenue and adjacent to the Property, and  

 

ii. Reconstruction of the entire width of Arapahoe Avenue adjacent to the 

Property which shall include the following improvements: 

 

a. Removal and replacement of the existing concrete curb-and-gutter 

on the north and the south side of Arapahoe Avenue. 

b. Removal and replacement of the existing concrete cross-pan on 

Arapahoe Avenue. 

c. Removal and replacement of six-inches of the existing pavement 

section of Arapahoe Avenue with six-inches of asphalt concrete.   
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C. Prior to issuance of a building permit for a new dwelling unit on the Property, the 

Applicant shall dedicate to the City, at no cost to the City, the following 

easements, meeting the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards, as 

part of Technical Document Review applications, the form and final location of 

which shall be subject to the approval of the City Manager: 

 

i. A public access easement along the south side of Arapahoe Avenue to 

accommodate a detached five-foot wide sidewalk and a minimum eight-

foot wide landscape strip between the back of the roadway curb to one-

foot beyond the back of the sidewalk.       

  

ii. An at least twenty-foot wide public access easement through the site to 

provide public and emergency access from Arapahoe Avenue through the 

site and to the property west of the site. 

 

D. Prior to an application for a building permit on the Property, the Applicant shall 

submit an application to the City for and pursue in good faith a landmark 

designation for all or part of the Property which shall include the existing house, 

barn, retaining walls, and Anderson Ditch head gate and walls.  

 

E. Prior to an application for a subdivision or a building permit for addition of floor 

area or construction of a new building on the Property, the Applicant shall submit 

an application for Site Review pursuant to the standards of Section 9-2-14, “Site 

Review,” B.R.C. 1981, for the development of the Property.  No proposal to 

modify a site plan approved for the Property under Section 9-2-14, B.R.C. 1981, 

shall be approved except consistent with the standards for modifications and 

amendments of approved site plans in Section 9-2-14, B.R.C. 1981. 

 

F. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Applicant shall provide plans as a part 

of the building permit application that demonstrate that the existing oak tree on 

the Property, identified within a tree inventory to be provided by the applicant, 

will be preserved both during and after construction and maintained for its natural 

life. 

 

G. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Applicant shall submit plans, subject to 

review and approval by the city manager, that demonstrate that the total amount 

of energy used by each principal building, excluding any electric vehicle use in 

the buildings, on an annual basis, based on the anticipated users of each building, 

is roughly equal to the amount of renewable energy created on site (Net Zero 

Energy Efficiency). 

 

2. Affordable Housing.  The parties agree that this Agreement is a voluntary agreement 

between the City and the Applicant that may limit prices on dwelling units on the 

Property to ensure that they are constructed and maintained as permanently affordable 
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for-sale housing.  The Applicant agrees that fifty percent (50%) of any dwelling units on 

the Property, either new or rehabilitated, shall be permanently affordable and shall meet 

the requirements provided below as units that are owned by individual home owners. The 

permanently affordable units may not be provided as rentals. If any of the percent 

calculation results in a fraction the total number of required permanently affordable units 

shall be rounded up to the nearest whole number. Permanently affordable deed restricting 

covenants are required to secure the affordability of dwelling units. The covenant(s) shall 

be signed and recorded with the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder prior to application 

for any residential building permit. The City Manager shall have the authority to modify 

the requirements set forth in this Paragraph 2 provided that the specifically proposed 

development would provide an affordable housing benefit that is equivalent to the benefit 

described herein. 

 

A. Permanently Affordable For-sale Units. All permanent affordable units on the 

Property shall be for-sale units.  Fifty percent (50%) of the affordable units shall 

be priced to be affordable to low or moderate income households and fifty percent 

(50%) shall be priced to be affordable to middle income households consistent 

with the following: 

 

i. Permanently Affordable - Low/moderate Income. The Applicant agrees to 

provide fifty percent (50%) of any permanently affordable units to be 

affordable for low/moderate income households. Low/moderate income 

prices shall be set consistent with the requirements of Chapter 9-13, 

“Inclusionary Housing,” B.R.C. 1981, as amended and applicable at the 

time of the deed restricting covenant is signed. Currently low moderate 

prices are set at the federal Housing and Urban Development (HUD) low 

income limit for Boulder and qualifying household incomes are set at 

HUD plus ten percent (HUD + 10%).   

 

ii. Permanently Affordable – Middle Income. The Applicant agrees to 

provide fifty percent (50%) of any permanently affordable units to be 

affordable for middle income households. Middle income prices shall be 

set to be affordable to households earning the federal Housing and Urban 

Development (“HUD”) low income limit plus twenty-five percent (HUD 

+25%) and qualifying household incomes shall be set at HUD plus  thirty-

five percent (HUD + 35%).   

 

iii. Final Unit Pricing.  In addition to the income limits described above, 

affordable for-sale unit pricing shall be adjusted based on the unit’s size 

and number of bedrooms and bathrooms.  Final unit pricing shall be 

determined and established when either an interim affordable covenant or 

a final affordable covenant is executed, whichever is first.  
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iv. Rounding Rule. If the percent calculations in this section result in a 

fraction, the total number of units affordable to middle income households 

shall be rounded up to the nearest whole number and the total number of 

units affordable to low/moderate income households shall be rounded 

down to the nearest whole number. 

 

B. Consistency with Chapter 9-13, “Inclusionary Housing,” B.R.C. 1981 and related 

Administrative Regulations.  The Applicant agrees that except as specifically 

modified by this Agreement, implementation of the affordable housing 

requirements under this Agreement will be consistent with Chapter 9-13, 

“Inclusionary Housing,” B.R.C. 1981, and related Inclusionary Housing 

Administrative Regulations of the City of Boulder. 

 

C. Affordable Unit Characteristics.   

All affordable units shall be designed consistent with the following standards: 

 

i. All affordable units shall have no fewer than two bedrooms; 

 

ii. Each affordable unit shall include a usable yard or deck no smaller than 

200 square feet;  

 

iii. The floor area of each affordable unit excluding garages shall be no 

smaller than 900 with an average size of 1,200 square feet. 

 

D. Parking and Garage. The permanently affordable units shall have parking 

accommodations and garages of similar size and design as the market units on the 

Property.  

 

E. Concurrency.  The permanently affordable units must be provided concurrently 

with the market units such that for each building permit issued for one market rate 

unit one building permit must have been issued for an affordable unit. 

 

F. Distribution. The affordable units may be provided on the north portion of the site 

however, no more than two affordable units shall be provided in the existing and 

rehabilitated house and shed.  

 

G. Site and Floor Plan Approval.  Prior to signing the affordable covenant and no 

later than a building permit submittal for any permanently affordable units, the 

Applicant shall submit and obtain approval from the City Manager for 

documentation, including, but not limited to, a site plan showing the location of 

the affordable units,  floor plans and finish specifications, demonstrating that the 

permanently affordable units meet the requirements of this Agreement and of 

Chapter 9-13, “Inclusionary Housing,” B.R.C. 1981, and are consistent with the 

City’s Livability Standards for Permanently Affordable Housing. No building 

Agenda Item 5B     Page 62 of 67



 
 

permit or affordable covenant for a permanently affordable unit shall be accepted 

until the location, size, type, fixtures, finishes and building design are accepted by 

the City Manager. 

 

H. Floor Area. The floor area requirements for permanently affordable units in this 

Section 2 shall be determined based on the definition of “floor area attached” or 

“floor area detached,” as applicable, of Section 9-16-1, “General Definitions,  

B.R.C. 1981, except that the calculation shall exclude 100% of the floor area in 

attached garages that are primarily used for personal storage or for the parking of 

automobiles for the occupants of the dwelling unit.  

 

I. Agreement to Abide by Restrictions.  The Applicant agrees to construct, restrict, 

and sell permanently affordable units as described and required by this 

Agreement.  The Applicant agrees that no dwelling units shall be established 

unless the requirements of this paragraph have been met.  The Applicant further 

agrees that the City may withhold any approval affecting the Property, including, 

without limitation, a building permit, administrative review, use review, site 

review, and subdivision, until the requirements of this paragraph have been 

satisfied. 

 

J. Market Rate Unit Size.  The Applicant agrees that no market rate unit on the 

Property shall have a floor area that exceeds 2,200 square feet including floor area 

in attached garages that are primarily used for personal storage or for the parking 

of automobiles for the occupants of the dwelling unit.  

 

K. New Construction.  All new construction commenced on the Property after 

annexation shall comply with all City of Boulder laws, taxes, and fees, except as 

modified by this Agreement.   

 

3. Zoning.  The Property shall be annexed to the City with a “Medium Density Residential - 

3” (RM-3) zoning classification, and except as set forth herein, shall be subject to all of 

the rights and restrictions associated with that zoning. 

 

4. Null and Void.  This Agreement and any document executed pursuant hereto shall be null 

and void and of no consequence in the event that the Subject Property is not annexed to 

the City. 

 

5. Conveyance of Drainage.  The Applicant shall convey drainage from the Property in a 

historic manner that does not materially and adversely affect abutting property owners. 

 

6. Waiver of Vested Rights.  The Applicant waives any vested property rights that may have 

arisen under Boulder County jurisdiction.  This Agreement shall replace any such rights 

that may have arisen under Boulder County jurisdiction.  The Applicant acknowledges 

that nothing contained herein may be construed as a waiver of the City’s police powers or 
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the power to zone and regulate land uses for the benefit of the general public. 

 

7. Breach.  If the Applicant breaches this Agreement in any respect, the City may withhold 

approval of all building permits and other development applications required for the 

Property until the breaches have been cured.  This remedy is in addition to all other 

remedies available to the City at law or equity or under this Agreement. 

 

8.  Dedications.  The Applicants acknowledge that any dedications and public improvements 

required herein with this annexation are rationally related and reasonably proportionate to 

the projected impact of the development of the Property as set forth in this Agreement. 

 

9. Original Instruments.  Prior to the first reading of the annexation ordinance, the 

Applicants shall provide an original of this Agreement signed by Applicants, along with 

any instruments required in this Agreement.  The City agrees to hold such documents 

until after final legislative action on the annexation of this Property has occurred.  Final 

legislative action by the City Council shall constitute acceptance of such documents by 

the City.  In the event that the City does not annex the Property, the City agrees that it 

will return all such original documents to the Applicants.  The Applicants agree that they 

will not encumber or in any way take any action that compromises the quality of such 

documents while they are being held by the City. 

 

10. No Encumbrances.  The Applicant agrees that between the time of signing this 

Agreement and the time when final legislative action on the annexation of this Property 

has occurred, the Applicant shall neither convey ownership nor further encumber the 

Applicant's Property, without the express approval from the City.  Prior to the recording 

of this Agreement with the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder, Applicant agrees not to 

execute transactional documents encumbering the Property or otherwise affecting title to 

the Property without first notifying the City and submitting revised title work within five 

(5) working days of any such transaction.  

 

11. Breach of Agreement.  In the event the Applicant breaches or fails to perform any 

required action, or fails to pay any fee specified, under this Agreement or under any 

document that may also be required to be executed pursuant to this Agreement, the 

Applicant acknowledges that the City may take all reasonable actions to cure the breach, 

including but not limited to the filing of an action for specific performance of the 

obligations herein described.  In the event the Applicant fails to pay any monies due 

under this Agreement or under any document that may also be required to be executed 

pursuant to this Agreement or fails to perform any affirmative obligation hereunder or 

under any document that may also be required to be executed pursuant to this Agreement, 

the Applicant agrees that the City may collect the monies due in the manner provided for 

in Section 2-2-12, B.R.C. 1981, as amended, as if the said monies were due and owing 

pursuant to a duly adopted ordinance of the City or may perform the obligation on behalf 

of the Applicant and collect its costs in the manner herein provided.  The Applicant 

agrees to waive any rights they may have under Section 31-20-105, C.R.S., based on the 
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City’s lack of an enabling ordinance authorizing collection of this specific debt, or 

acknowledges that the adoption of the annexation ordinance is such enabling ordinance. 

 

12. Future Interests.  This Agreement and the covenants set forth herein shall run with the 

land and be binding upon the Applicant, the Applicant’s heirs, successors, and assigns 

and all persons who may hereafter acquire an interest in the Property, or any part thereof.  

If it shall be determined that this Agreement contains an interest in land, that interest shall 

vest, if at all, within the lives of the undersigned plus 20 years and 364 days. 

 

13. Right to Withdraw.  The Applicant retains the right to withdraw from this Agreement up 

until the time that final legislative action has been taken on the ordinance that will cause 

the Property to be annexed into the City of Boulder.  The final legislative action will be 

the vote of the City Council after the final reading of the annexation ordinance.  The 

Applicant’s right to withdraw shall terminate upon the City Council’s final legislative 

action approving the annexation.  In the event that the Applicant withdraws from this 

Agreement in the manner described above, this Agreement shall be null and will have no 

effect. 

 

14. Developable Area of the Property.  A large part of the Property lies currently within Area 

III of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan.  No development shall occur in such areas 

and no such land area shall be considered to determine the development potential of the 

Property under Title 9, “Land Use Code,” B.R.C. 1981.  The Applicant agrees that 

construction of any new building or other structure shall occur on the portion of the 

Property located within Area II. 

 

15. Blue Line.  A large southern portion of the Property lies above the blue line as defined in 

Section 1-2-1, “Definitions,” B.R.C. 1981 as “the line above which the City of Boulder 

shall not supply water for domestic, commercial or industrial uses, as described in section 

128A of the charter of the City of Boulder.”  The Applicant agrees to abide by all City 

laws, including not supplying water for domestic, commercial or industrial uses above the 

blue line. 

 

EXECUTED on the day and year first above written.  
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96 Arapahoe Avenue LLC, 

a Colorado limited liability company 

 

By:________________________________ 

      Name:______________________________ 

      Title:_______________________________ 

 

 

STATE OF COLORADO ) 

    ) ss. 

COUNTY OF BOULDER ) 

 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this _____ day of ___________, 

20___, by ______________________ as ___________________ of 96 Arapahoe Avenue 

LLC. 

 

Witness my hand and official seal. 

My commission expires:________ 

 

[Seal]      ________________________________ 

Notary Public 
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CITY OF BOULDER, COLORADO 

 

 

By: _____________________________ 

  Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager 

 

 

Attest: 

 

________________________________ 

City Clerk  

Approved as to form: 

 

_______________________ 

City Attorney’s Office 

 

Date:   ________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT 

 

Exhibit A Legal Description for Property 
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C I T Y   O F   B O U L D E R 
INFORMATION ITEM FOR: 

 
TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY BOARD – May 9, 2016  

OPEN SPACE BOARD OF TRUSTEES – May 11, 2016 
PLANNING BOARD – May 5, 2016  

ENVIRONMENTAL ADVISORY BOARD – May 4, 2016 
WATER RESOURCES ADVISORY BOARD – May 16, 2016 

PARKS AND RECREATION ADVISORY BOARD – April 25, 2016 
 

GREENWAYS ADVISORY COMMITTEE AGENDA ITEM 
MEETING DATE: May 17, 2016 

 
 
SUBJECT:  
Draft CEAP for Fourmile Canyon Creek Greenways Improvements from Upland Avenue to 
West of Broadway 
 
REQUESTING DEPARTMENT:   
Annie Noble – Greenways Coordinator 
Ward Bauscher – Engineering Project Manager, Flood & Greenways 
Christin Shepherd-Civil Engineer I, Flood & Greenways 
 
 
PURPOSE: A summary of the draft CEAP is being provided to board members as an 
information item.  It is requested you review the full CEAP and forward any comments or 
concerns regarding the draft CEAP to your Greenways Advisory Committee representative. If 
you have questions on this material, please contact Ward Bauscher at 303-441-4199 or 
BauscherW@bouldercolorado.gov.  The full CEAP is available at: https://www-
static.bouldercolorado.gov/docs/DRAFT_2016_Fourmile_Upland_to_Broadway_CEAP-1-
201604061106.pdf  
 
 
GREENWAYS ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACTION REQUESTED:  
A recommendation from the Greenways Advisory Committee to City Council concerning the 
CEAP for the Fourmile Canyon Creek Greenways Improvements from Upland Avenue to 
West of Broadway is requested.  Pending GAC approval, City Council will receive the CEAP 
as a call up item in summer of 2016.   

 
Attached is the Executive Summary from the Fourmile Canyon Creek Greenways Improvements 
from Upland Avenue to West of Broadway CEAP summarizing the proposed recommendations.  
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FOURMILE CANYON CREEK GREENWAYS IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 
UPLAND AVENUE TO WEST OF BROADWAY 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 In 2009, a Major Drainageway Plan was approved by City Council for Fourmile Canyon Creek 
and Wonderland Creek. The recommendations of the 2009 plan were finalized in the Fourmile 
Canyon Creek and Wonderland Creek Major Drainageway Planning Final Plan in May 2011 
(MDP).  The MDP proposed specific levels of flood mitigation for each reach along Fourmile 
Canyon Creek between Violet Avenue and Upland Avenue. In 2013, a formal CEAP process was 
underway for the mitigation measures outlined in the 2011 MDP as well as mitigation measures 
further upstream, from Violet to Broadway. Then, the September 2013 flood occurred, 
effectively halting further development of the CEAP document. 
 
The September 2013 flood event produced high quantities of sediment, spill flows outside of the 
channel, and impassable roadways in the Fourmile Canyon Creek drainageway and created 
incentive for staff to revisit the mitigation measures outlined in the 2011 MDP.  It also gave an 
incentive to revisit mitigation measures west of Broadway to see if new alternatives were 
feasible.  Staff reviewed the 2011 MDP alternatives and investigated further options for spill 
flow control, sediment capture, and large scale detention ponds.  
 
The existing Fourmile Canyon Creek floodplain between Violet and Upland Avenue extends 
beyond the creek channel, resulting in: 
 

• One fire station in the 500year floodplain, 
• One residential structure in the high hazard zone, and  
• Water depths along Violet Avenue and Upland Avenue that preclude safe vehicular 

access to and from Crest View Elementary during a major storm event.   
 

Staff reviewed the following flood mitigation alternatives: 
• FM1: Multiple Detention Facilities 
• FM2: Single Detention Facility 
• FM3: Fourmile Canyon Creek 100-year Channel Improvements 
• FM4: Spill Flow Diversion to Wonderland Creek 
• FM5: Fourmile Canyon Creek 50-year Channel Improvements 
• FM6: Fourmile Canyon Creek Sediment Capture Facility 
• FM7: 2011 MDP recommendations 

 

In 2012, a CEAP was developed for Fourmile Canyon Creek from 19th to 22nd Street that 
proposed alternatives for flood improvements, emergency access improvements, as well as 
pedestrian and bicycle access. The selected alternative includes an underpass at 19th Street that 
will allow the passage of the 100-year flood, as well as a grade-separated multi-use path.  
Construction of these improvements is anticipated to begin in 2016-2017. This CEAP will also 
evaluate alternatives for extending the multi-use path that was approved in the 2012 CEAP.  
Staff reviewed the following path alignment alternatives: 
 

• Option 1: Connection to Countryside Village (mobile home park) 
• Option 2A: North Alignment through Violet Park 
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• Option 2B: South Alignment through Violet Park 
• Option 3A: Connect Upland to Violet via Fourmile Canyon Creek 
• Option 3B: Connect Upland to Violet via 17th Alignment 
• Option 3C: Connect Upland to Violet via South Alignment on Violet Avenue 
• Option 3D: Connect Upland to Violet via North Alignment on Violet Avenue 

 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Based on analysis that will be presented in this CEAP, the primary recommendation from City of 
Boulder staff is to pursue the recommendations outlined in the 2011 Major Drainageway Plan. 
These include replacing existing culverts under Violet and Upland Avenue, modifying the 
channel between these culverts to eliminate high hazard zone risk, and allowing for safe 
vehicular access to Crest View Elementary School. Sediment capture is recommended within 
Violet Park and staff recommends path alignment options 1, 2A, and 3A.   
 
This approach allows for uninterrupted access to both the fire station and Crestview Elementary 
and the potential for the Fourmile Canyon Creek multi-use trail to be integrated into the flood 
improvements including trail underpasses at Violet Avenue, Upland Avenue, and 19th Street. 
Improvements have been budgeted in the Greenways and Flood Utility Capital Improvement 
Programs (CIP).     
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C I T Y   O F   B O U L D E R 
INFORMATION ITEM FOR: 

 
TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY BOARD – May 9, 2016  

OPEN SPACE BOARD OF TRUSTEES – May 11, 2016 
PLANNING BOARD – May 5, 2016  

ENVIRONMENTAL ADVISORY BOARD – May 4, 2016 
WATER RESOURCES ADVISORY BOARD – May 16, 2016 

PARKS AND RECREATION ADVISORY BOARD – April 25, 2016 
 

GREENWAYS ADVISORY COMMITTEE AGENDA ITEM 
MEETING DATE: May 17, 2016 

 
 
SUBJECT:  
2017-2022 Greenways Capital Improvement Program 
 
 
REQUESTING DEPARTMENT:   
Annie Noble – Flood and Greenways Engineering Coordinator 
 
 
PURPOSE: The 2017-2022 Greenways Capital Improvement Program is being provided to 
board members as an information item.  If you have any comments or concerns regarding the 
2017-2022 Greenways Capital Improvement Program, please pass them along to your 
Greenways Advisory Committee representative.  If you have questions on this material, please 
contact Annie Noble at 303-441-3242 or noblea@bouldercolorado.gov 
 
 
GREENWAYS ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACTION REQUESTED:  
A recommendation from the Greenways Advisory Committee to the City’s Planning Board 
and City Council concerning the proposed Greenways Capital Improvement Program is 
requested. 

 
Attached is information concerning the proposed 2017-2022 Greenways Capital Improvement 
Program (CIP) for review and consideration. A recommendation by the Greenways Advisory 
Committee to the city’s Planning Board and Council will be requested at the May GAC meeting. 
 
Attachment A: Greenways 2017-2022 Capital Improvement Program Overview 
Attachment B: Greenways 2017-2022 Capital Improvement Program Summary Spreadsheet 
Attachment C: Greenways Program CIP Map 
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Attachment A 
 
Greenways 2017-2022 Capital Improvements Program  
Overview of Department Mission  
The City of Boulder Greenways System is comprised of a series of corridors along riparian areas 
including Boulder Creek and its 14 tributaries, which provide an opportunity to integrate 
multiple objectives, including habitat protection, water quality enhancement, storm drainage 
and floodplain management, alternative transportation routes for pedestrians and bicyclists, 
recreation and cultural resources.   
 
The Greenways CIP follows an opportunistic approach, contributing funding toward projects 
that are being completed by other departments or private development in order to meet the 
various objectives of the Greenways Program.  The Greenways CIP also looks to leverage funds 
with outside agencies in order to move projects forward that meet more than one objective of 
the Greenways Program, but may not be the highest priority when evaluating any one 
particular objective.  Projects included in the Greenways CIP are typically called out in the 
Greenways Master Plan and are projects that Greenways staff can take the lead in coordinating.  
 
Funding Overview 
The total 2017 Greenways capital budget is $320,441, with an additional $105,000 in the 
operating budget.  Greenways projects are funded from the Transportation Fund, Stormwater 
and Flood Management Utility Fund, and the Lottery Fund.  Annual funding distribution for the 
Greenways Capital Program for 2017 is as follows: 
 
 Transportation - $97,500 
 Flood Utility  - $97,500 
 Lottery Fund  - $125,441 
 
Historically the Lottery contribution to the Greenways Program has been $150,000 per year.  As 
a result of a projected reduction of the city’s allocation of Lottery funds, starting in 2015, the 
Lottery contribution to Greenways was reduced to $125,441 (based on Greenways receiving 
15% of the city’s funding allocation, with a projection of total Lottery proceeds assumed to be 
$836,275).  The city’s allocation of Lottery funds in 2015 exceeded the projected amount, 
therefore a budget adjustment will be made in the amount of $26,949 to reflect the increase. 
 
The focus of the Greenways CIP in 2017-2019 is on flood mitigation, bicycle and pedestrian 
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multi-use paths and underpasses, and habitat and water quality improvements along the 
Fourmile Canyon Creek corridor.  These improvements are also being coordinated with the 
development of the Violet Park site.  In 2020-2022, funding for these types of improvements is 
shown for Bear Canyon Creek and Skunk Creek in anticipation of future major drainageway 
improvements along these corridors.  For more information about the timing and details of 
these projects, please see the Utilities -Stormwater/Flood web page: 
https://bouldercolorado.gov/flood/creek-projects 
In addition to these projects, possible habitat restoration projects during the next few years 
include:  

 
• Habitat improvements along Boulder Creek in conjunction with flood mitigation 

maintenance (sediment removal) 
• Habitat improvements along Fourmile Canyon Creek upstream of Broadway in 

conjunction with flood mitigation maintenance (sediment removal) 
• Habitat improvements at the confluence of Bear Creek and Boulder Creek at Foothills 

Community Hospital in conjunction with sediment removal 
• Dry Creek habitat improvements through Flatirons Golf Course 
• Goose Creek, railroad to 47th Street tree plantings 
• Fish Passage enhancement projects in association with Fishing is Fun grants 
• South Boulder Creek minimum stream flow 
• Removal of Russian Olive trees east of 75th Street along Boulder Creek 

 
Board Action 
The Greenways Advisory Committee will meet on May 17, 2016 to review the 2017-2022 
Greenways Program CIP and make a recommendation to Planning Board and City Council. 
 
Guiding Principles & Project Prioritization 
Greenways projects address many of the CIP guiding principles.  Greenways projects are 
identified in multiple master plans and meet the community sustainability goals.  Most of the 
Greenways projects leverage outside or interdepartmental funding.  Greenways habitat 
improvements seek to be sustainable and are intended to reduce the future maintenance 
required.   
 
The Greenways CIP has been developed within the context of and is consistent with the Boulder 
Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP), the Transportation Master Plan (TMP), the major 
drainageway flood mitigation plans, the Comprehensive Flood and Stormwater Master Plan and 
the Greenways Master Plan.  The Greenways Master Plan was updated in 2011 to reflect 
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improvements that had been completed, and adopted changes that have been made in other 
master plans, city policies and ordinances that affect the Greenways Program since the last 
Master Plan update in 2001.   
 
Prioritization: 
Many of the Greenways projects shown in the CIP are being designed and constructed in 
coordination with major flood or transportation improvements.  The Greenways funding 
associated with these projects focuses on habitat restoration, water quality improvements and 
trail connections.  In addition to leveraging funding with the Transportation and Flood Utilities 
budgets, funding for Greenways projects is also available through the Urban Drainage and Flood 
Control District and Federal Transportation funds.      
 
Projects not in Master Plans: 
It should be noted that the city experienced a major flood in September 2013 that resulted in 
extensive flooding along most of the city’s major drainageways.  Following the flood, additional 
funds have been allocated in the Flood Utility CIP to reflect an increased interest in pursuing 
flood mitigation efforts along the city’s major drainageways.  As a result of updated mapping 
and the September 2013 flood, flood mitigation plans were initiated for Gregory Creek, Bear 
Canyon Creek and Boulder Creek to identify economically feasible improvement projects.  Flood 
mitigation plans will be initiated in 2016 for Upper Goose Creek and Twomile Canyon Creek, 
and in 2017 for Skunk, King’s Gulch and Bluebell Creeks after completion of flood mapping 
updates on these drainageways.  Results from these flood mitigation plans will inform future 
capital improvements.  Continued evaluation of potential improvement may result in additional 
changes to the Flood Utility and Greenways CIP in upcoming years.   
 
New Facilities or Infrastructure Projects 
Flood mitigation plans are currently being developed for several of the drainageways as a result 

of either flood mapping updates or deficiencies identified during the September 2013 flood.  

These plans will identify potential economically feasible CIP projects which may provide 

opportunities for future Greenways improvements.  The Transportation Division is currently 

completing a minor structure inspection effort in order to develop a formal bridge asset 

management program.  Information from this evaluation will help prioritize capital maintenance 

needs with funding that can be leveraged with the Greenways and Flood CIP. 
 
 
Operation and Maintenance Impacts 
$105,000 is budgeted each year for Greenways operations and maintenance.  $80,000 of the 
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operating budget is dedicated to habitat maintenance.  The Greenways habitat crew works 
closely with Parks and Open Space maintenance staff to provide on-going maintenance, as well 
as on collaborative projects as part of the operations budget.  Major drainageway 
improvements are maintained by the flood maintenance staff and multi-use paths and 
underpasses are maintained by either Transportation or Parks maintenance, depending upon 
jurisdiction.  
 
Deferred, Eliminated, or Changed Projects 
None 
 
Unfunded Projects and Emerging Needs 
Since the Greenways Program is opportunistic, taking advantage of projects that are funded 
through other departments, there are no unfunded needs.   
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Attachment B Greenways Program Summary Spreadsheet

 

2015 Budget 
with Carry 
Overs

2016 Lottery 
610SW63100

2016 Flood 
610SW63000

2016 Trans 
310TR630OC 

2016 

Budget with 

Carry Overs 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

# Description
 
2015 Additional Lottery Revenues ATB 26,949$         26,949$        

CU Bridges $200,000 $100,000 $100,000 $200,000

1 Goose Creek Restoration $0 $152,399 $152,399

2/3 Wonderland Foothills to 28th $914,467 $857,210 $57,257 $914,467

4 Fourmile 19th-22nd - Crestview $718,828 $457,883 $260,945 $718,828

5 Fourmile Upland to Violet $0 $100,000 $85,200 $85,200 $270,400 $270,400 $270,400 $270,400

6/7 Bear/Skunk Creek   $270,400 $270,400 $270,400

Restoration, Water Quality and 
Trail Improvements $152,399 $25,441 $12,300 $12,300 $50,041 $50,041 $50,041 $50,041 $50,041 $50,041 $50,041

Total $1,985,694 $982,651 $807,782 $515,702 $2,306,135  

2016 Budget $125,441 $97,500 $97,500 $320,441

2015 Carry Overs $857,210 $710,282 $418,202 $1,985,694

Total 2,306,135$  

2016 Greenways Budget 2017-2022 Greenways CIP
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Greenways Program CIP
Attachment C

Projects
1 Goose Creek Restoration
2 Wonderland Foothills to 30th St
3 Wonderland 28th St Underpass
4 Fourmile - 19th to 22nd
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6 Bear Canyon Creek
7 Skunk Creek
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